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OPERATIONS WITHIN THE NATIONAL 
CEMETERY SYSTEM (NCS) 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29, 1998 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Benefits, 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 334, 
Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Jack Quinn (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present; Representatives Quinn, Hayworth, LaHood, Pilner, and 
Rodriguez. 

Also Present: Representatives Evans and Doyle. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN QUINN 

Mr. Quinn. We would like to begin this morning’s subcommittee 
hearing and point out that the House is in session. We don’t have 
a schedule for votes yet this morning, but in the event that we are 
called over, the Members that are here, we will adjourn, recess and 
come back and complete the hearing later. 

I hope that the visitors and the panels will cooperate in the event 
there is a vote. 

We are here today to receive testimony relating to the operations 
of the National Cemetery System and the American Battle Monu- 
ments Commission. 

Collectively, these two organizations maintain a system of na- 
tional shrines honoring the sacrifices offered by America’s veterans. 
The Department of Defense will also testify tlus morning regarding 
the provision of military honors at veterans’ funerals. 

Before we begin, I would like to thank all of the Members who 
participated in last week’s tour of Arlington National Cemetery. 
Congressman Filner, the Ranking Member of the subcommittee. 
Congressman Rodriguez, Congressman Snyder and Congressman 
Reyes joined me and about 15 staff members for a 2-hour tour of 
the cemetery at which time we had a chance to actually observe 
military honors at funeral ceremonies, as well as speak with some 
of the groimdskeepers and talk with the Superintendent about 
some of the problems being faced not only at Arlington National 
Cemetery, but our national cemeteries across the country. 

We were told then that at the current rate of approximately 20 
burials a day, Arlington’s lack of space is an ever-increasing prob- 
lem. Members of this committee and the staff had an opportunity 
to view firsthand viable futiu'e expansion sites at Arlington, and we 
look forward to helping Arlington National Cemetery expand. 

( 1 ) 
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We all intend to continue working in a bipartisan fashion to keep 
Arlington as an active national cemetery so the Nation can con- 
tinue its recognition of our most deserving veterans well into the 
next centu^. 

The National Cemetery System comprises 115 cemeteries, about 
half of which are open to full casket first interments. The rest are 
completely closed or restricted to the interments of cremated re- 
mains or burial of second family members. 

The National Cemetery System is facing a real challenge. Over 
the next 10 years, 14 cemeteries will either close entirely or go to 
first burials only. These closures represent the loss of opportunity 
for a burial in a veterans’ cemetery for those veterans desiring to 
take advantage of that benefit. 

I know that we will never be able to have a national cemetery 
placed conveniently near every veteran. That is probably impos- 
sible. However, we can make certain that NCS, in copjunction with 
the State Cemetery Grants Program, offers as meuiy veterans as 

E ossible the choice of a burial in a veterans’ cemetery. NCS must 
egin today to plan for the next round of construction projects so 
that they can meet the burial needs for veterans around the 
country. 

It is time to update the cemetery requirements study first done 
in 1987, and I hope that NCS will commit to doing that in an expe- 
ditious maimer. 

I am also aware of the administration’s proposal to enhance the 
State Cemetery Grants Program by increasing the Federal share of 
the cost to 100 percent of &e construction and initial outfitting of 
a State’s veterans’ cemetery. Unfortunately, when the administra- 
tion made that proposal, they indicated that the enhanced program 
was intended to replace the nationed cemetery construction pro- 
gram. I concur with Chairman Stump in believing strongly that the 
State Grants Program is a supplement to but not a replacement for 
the National Cemetery System. 

The committee has on several occasions asked the Department 
for clarification of the intent of the proposal, and until recently the 
Department has maintained that same position. I understand that 
the position may have recently chang^, and we hope that Mr. 
Rapp can address that issue while we are here today. 

We also want to make sure that everyone understands that NCS 
is doing a good job at a time when their resources are stretched to 
the limit. New cemeteries are scheduled to open by 1999, which 
will stretch those resources even further, but we are confident that 
NCS will meet that challenge. 

'There is one disappointment that I want to express, however. 
The recent action by the Acting Secretary, Togo West, in neuning 
the future Joliet National Cemetery after President Lincoln seems 
to be unfortimate and contrary to a long-standing tradition of how 
Congress and VA have cooperated in naming VA facilities. I can’t 
understand why the Acting Secretary made what he had to know 
was a controversial decision. His action certainly shows little ap- 
preciation for a number of congressional concerns, and I know our 
colleague Ray LaHood will want to comment on this issue later this 
morning. 
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The American Battle Monuments Commission is charged with 
operating America’s 24 overseas veterans’ cemeteries in Northern 
Exurope, the Mediterranean, North Africa, Mexico, Panama and the 
South Pacific. Last year nearly 9 million visitors passed through 
these cemeteries, a tribute to the high place of honor these final 
resting places hold in the hearts of all Americans. 

The challenge facing the ABMC is a bit different than the one 
facing the National Cemetery System, however. Nearly all of 
ABMC’s cemeteries are at least 50 years old and are approaching 
the time when infirastructure like water systems will need replace- 
ment. I want to assure each of you that we will do what is nec- 
essary to keep these beautiful shrines not only as monuments, but 
also as reminders to our allies of the price we have paid to mziin- 
tain their fi-eedom. 

I now want to turn to the Ranking Member of the subcommittee. 
Bob Filner, for any remarks he may have before we begin the 
testimony. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB FILNER 

Mr. Filner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning to ev- 
erybody. 

As a former professor of history, I want to start off with the fact 
that it is President Abe Lincoln who is credited with initiating the 
National Cemetery System in 1862 when he directed that ceme- 
teries be established near Civil War battlefields as burial sites for 
Union soldiers. And since that time, as the Chairman has pointed 
out, the National Cemetery System has m-own to 115 cemeteries, 
and four new ones will be activated by the year 2000.. In spite of 
this significant eimansion, NCS is facing enormous challenges. 

Again, as the Chairman pointed out, of the 115 national ceme- 
teries, 22 are now closed to new burials, and 36 are only open to 
cremated remains. Within the next couple of years, the number of 
national cemeteries open to first interments of casketed remains 
will be further reduced by 50 percent, this coming at a time when 
the number of interments is expected to increase over 40 percent 
between now and 2010. 

Given the situation, I was disturbed when I read in the GAO tes- 
timony that apparently the NCS strategic plan is for 5 years only, 
1998 through 2003, and that NCS cannot specify what level of ac- 
cess veterans will have to a State or national veteran’s cemetery 
during the peak years. And I inferred from both the GAO and the 
VA testimony that the NCS officials are refusing to accept GAO’s 
recommendation to expand their strategic plan and discuss how 
current plans will be adjusted to meet the needs during the years 
of peak demand. 

I have several thoughts about the issue, which I look forward to 
discussing with our witnesses, and I thank the Chairman for this 
hearing today. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you. Bob, and thanks for your help and co- 
operation both on the tour last week and on these and all other 
issues. 

(The prepared statement of Congressman Filner appears on p. 
31.] 
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Mr. Quinn. Before I turn to Mr. LaHood, I do want to mention 
for the record this morning that we are joined in the audience by 
Frontier Middle School from Hamburg, NY, students who are tour- 
ing the Capitol and are here this morning to see a hearing first- 
hand, and then they will visit Arlington National Cemetery later 
in their tour. And it probably should be footnoted that it is also the 
middle school that my son and daughter went to. I am the Chair- 
man, so that’s how they got in the room, I suppose. Executive 
privilege. 

Thank you, and welcome to the students and teachers who are 
with us this morning. 

Mr. LaHood. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RAY LAHOOD 

Mr. LaHood. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding the hearing 
today, and I want to express my frustration in a recent action 
taken by Secretary West concerning the naming of a new addition 
to the National Cemetery System. 

On April 8, then-Acting Secretary West issued a press release 
neiming the yet-to-be constructed facility near Joliet, IL, the Abra- 
ham Lincoln National Cemetery. Mr. West’s office apparently 
moved unilaterally without any congressional or Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee input whatsoever, disregarding VA’s own policy on 
neiming facilities. 

'The naming of this cemetery is something with which my office 
has been involved for many months. Even though I had made my 
feelings known to Mr. West’s predecessor, my office was not con- 
sulted prior to the announcement. Other Illinois Members were 
also kept in the dark, learning, as I did, through a press release 
put out by the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

VA’s own policy clearly states that the naming of VA facilities in 
honor of individuals can be done only by Congressional mandate or 
by Executive Order of the President. 'Title 38, Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations, section 1.602 also clearly states the basis for names of na- 
tional cemetery activities, which may be based on physical and 
area characteristics, the nearest important city or historic char- 
acteristic related to the area. 

After studying the list of cemeteries in the National Cemetery 
System, I noticed that each is neimed after a city, region or geo- 
graphic reference. The only exception I found is Zachary Taylor Na- 
tional Cemetery in Kentucky, and this is understandable because 
President Taylor is buried in ffie cemetery. 

I expressed my concern and questions about the naming of this 
cemetery to Mr. West in a letter. The response that I received from 
Mr. Rapp on behalf of Mr. West does not address the points that 
I raised in my letter. 

I will be questioning Mr. Rapp further about this during his ap- 
pearance here eis a part of the second panel, and for the record I 
would like to make a part of this committee hearing the letter that 
I sent to Mr. West and the response that I received from Mr. Rapp, 
and I thank you for the opportimity to make my opening statement 
and look forward to the opportunity to question Mr. Rapp further 
about this important matter. 
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Mr. Quinn. Without hearing objection, your letters become part 
of today’s record. 

[The prepared statement of Congressman LaHood appears on p. 
33.] 

[The attachments appears on pp. 35 and 37.] 

Mr. Quinn. We are here to help you and assist you in any way 
we can, the full subcommittee is. 

Mr. Hayworth, any opening remarks? 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. J.D. HAYWORTH 

Mr. Hayworth. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. As one 
who has a national cemetery for veterans within the confines of his 
district, I am obviously very concerned about the future of the cem- 
eteiy sjrstem, and I look forward to the testimony of witnesses, and 
again ^ank you for calling this hearing. 

Mr. Quinn. We will go to our first panel this morning, and we 
are pleased to have representing the American Legion today Mr. 
John Vitikacs, Mr. Stephen Backhus and Mr. David Clark rep- 
resent the General Accounting Office. 

Gentlemen, we appreciate all of you being with us. We look for- 
ward to your testimony. Your full statement will become part of the 
record. We ask that you limit your opening remarks to 5 minutes 
or so, emd we will steirt with the American Legion. 

STATEMENTS OF JOHN VITIKACS, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL VET- 
ERANS AFFAIRS AND REHABIUTATION COMMISSION. THE 

AMERICAN LEGION; STEPHEN P. BACKHUS, DIRECTOR, VET- 
ERANS’ AFFAIRS AND MILITARY HEALTH CARE ISSUES, U.S. 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; AND DAVID L. CLARK, DI- 
RECTOR, AUDIT OVERSIGHT AND LIAISON, U.S. GENERAL 

ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

STATEMENT OF JOHN VITIKACS 

Mr. Vitikacs. Mr. Chairman euid members of the subcommittee, 
good morning. The American Legion thanks you for providing us an 
opportunity to comment on national cemeteiw matters. 

Before we begin, we would like to acknowledge the admirable job 
that the former National Cemetery System Director, the Honorable 
Jerry Bowen, performed in that capacity. The American Legion 
wishes Mr. Bowen well and appreciates his tireless efforts on be- 
half of the Nations’ veterans and survivors. 

Mr. Chairman, the decade of the 1990s will be recalled as a pe- 
riod of tremendous and necessary growth for the national and State 
veteran cemetery systems. 

The planning, construction and opening of six new national 
cemeteries and many State veterans’ cemeteries between 1990 and 
the year 2000 is imprecedented. Abundant thanks goes to many in- 
dividuals for this accomplishment, the least of which is the Con- 
gress of the United States. Without your active support, none of the 
recent expansion would be possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to focus today on a few important points. 
'The newest national cemeteries, includii^ those to be activated by 
the year 2000, places the national and State veterans’ cemeteries 
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in an appropriate position to accommodate the anticipated increase 
in World War II veterans’ death rates. 

However, there is little time to take pleasure from the recent ac- 
complishments of the national and State veterans’ cemetery sys- 
tems. Their work is not yet complete. The National Cemetery Sys- 
tem must immediately prepare a viable strategic plan to accommo- 
date the anticipated large death rates of America’s aging veterans 
population. The American Legion believes VA’s developing strategic 
plan must address the peak years of projected World War II veter- 
ans’ death rates, the yesws between 2000 and 2015. Additionally, 
large numbers of Korean War and Vietnam War-era veterans will 
soon replace the World Weir II generation as the aging veteran 
population. 

Ironically, the current strategic plan of the National Cemetery 
System only extends to the year 2003. ’The American Legion be- 
lieves that the National Cemetery System must develop an incre- 
mental, long-range strategic plan through at least the year 2025, 
complete with construction and burial cost projections, and develop 
alternative options to burial in national cemeteries. While crema- 
tion is becoming more popular, in itself cremation is not the sole 
answer to veterans’ and dependents’ burial requirements. 

'The Nationed Cemetery System currently manages a three-part 
burial strategy. That is, where possible, to expand existing national 
cemeteries, te construct new national cemeteries, and placing a 
greater emphasis on the State Cemeteries Grants Program. As the 
American Legion testified last year, the VA proposal to enhance 
the State Cemetery Grants Program, while supportable, would still 
leave VA in the awkward position of relying on the States to de- 
velop a coherent national burial strategy. 

First and foremost, it is the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment to coordinate and implement a realistic veterans’ burial strat- 
egy. To achieve this goal, the American Legion recommends in- 
creasing the burial options available to veterans and their eligible 
dependents. 

We recommend that the National Cemetery System immediately 
conduct a study to determine the cost-effectiveness of reinstating 
the bimed and plot allowance to all eligible veterans. 

As comment^ in our submitted statement, veterans prefer bur- 
ial close to their roots. It would require many more national and 
State veterans’ cemeteries to achieve the 75-mile, 75 percent burial 
goal set by the NCS. The Nationtd Cemetery System could also ex- 
plore the viability of purchasing cemetery plots in existing private 
cemeteries. 

Mr. Chairman, the American Legion is certainly not opposed to 
building additional national and State veterans’ cemeteries. In to- 
day’s budgetary climate, however, the expectation that an open na- 
tional cemetery will be available to all veterans is impractical. On 
the contrary, ^ options to providing a dignified buri^ for eUgible 
veterans and their dependents must be explored. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I will be happy to an- 
swer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Vitikacs appears on p. 50.] 
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Mr. Quinn. I think for this first panel, we will hear from the 
GAO firat, and we will ask the Members to maybe save all of their 
questions for the full panel. 

Mr. Backhus. 

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN P. BACKHUS 

Mr. Backhus. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
subcommittee. I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Na- 
tional Cemetery System’s planning efforts. 

As you know, with the aging of World War II veterans, the num- 
ber of veteran deaths and interment requests will grow substan- 
tially each year now and peak between the years 2005 and 2010. 
Pl anning for these circumstances is obviously a very inujortant 
matter. My testimony today focuses on NCS’s plans for adclressing 
the future burial needs of veterans and their families and what 
NCS can do to extend the service period of existing national ceme- 
teries. 

My remarks are based on our September 1997 report on these 
topics as well as recent discussions with NCS officials. 

NCS has adopted a 5-year strategic plan for fiscal yeeirs 1998 
through 2003 with the goal of ensuring that burial in a national 
or State cemetery is an available option for all veterans and their 
eligible family members. The NCS strategic plan has multiple 
strategies for achieving this goal, which include establishing new 
national cemeteries, e:panding existing ones, emd encouraging 
States to provide additional burial sites through participation in 
ttie State Cemetery Grants ProgrEun. 

NCS expects that by 2003 about 80 percent of veterans will have 
reasonable access to a veterans’ cemetery. However, it is imclear 
how veterans’ burial needs will be met beyond 2003, in other 
words, during the peak yeeirs of demand, since NCS’s strategic plan 
does not address tne longer term. While NCS officials have told us 
that over the long term they plan to use the same strate^ as de- 
scribed in its current 5-year plan, NCS is imable to specify the ex- 
tent to which veterans will have access to burial benefits during 
the peak yeeirs. Such estimates stop at the year 2003. 

Although we recommended in our September report that NCS 
address in its strategic plan how it will accommodate these longer- 
term burial needs, NCS believes that the strategic plan should 
cover only a 5-year period to conform with VA’s strategic planning 
and budgeting process. Given the magnitude of the projected in- 
creases in demand for burial benefits, however, we continue to be- 
lieve that it is important for NCS to articulate to the Congress and 
other stakeholders specifically how it plans to address veteran bur- 
i£il needs beyond just the next 5 years. 

For example, currently over half of the national cemeteries are 
unable to accommodate casket biuials of first family members, and 
NCS projects that an additional 15 cemeteries will be in the same 
situation by the year 2010. The question is how many new ceme- 
teries will be needed and where beyond the four that NCS has 
identified in its 5-year plan. 

Furthermore, while NCS plans to encourage States to establish 
cemeteries. States have shown limited interest thus far. Therefore, 
we believe that it is crucial that NCS specify what potential re- 



8 


sources it needs and what reliance it plans to place on States to 
accommodate burial needs during the peak years. 

Turning to the issue of how NCS can most efficiently extend the 
service period of existing cemeteries, we analyzed the cost of devel- 
oping casket grave sites, columbaria and in-ground cremating sites 
on 1 acre of land in a cemetery nearing exhaustion of casket CTave 
space. Our {malysis showed that the average burial cost would be 
lowest and the service delivery period by far the longest using col- 
umbarium interment. That is, costs are about 60 percent less than 
casket graves. VA could extend the service delivery for over 50 
years compared to about a half a year for casket site. 

While mstorical data shows that the meyority of veterans and 
their families prefer a casket burial, cremation is an acceptable in- 
terment option for many, and the demand for cremation at national 
cemeteries is increasing. For example, veterans choosing cremation 
increased about 50 percent between 1990 and 1996, and NCS offi- 
cials e^ect demand for cremation to continue to increase in the fu- 
ture. Tne Cremation Association of North America projects that 
cremation will account for 40 percent of all burials in the general 
population by 2010. 

NCS concurred with the recommendations in our September re- 
port to identify opportimities to construct columbaria in existing 
cemeteries and to collect and use information on veterans’ buried 
preferences to better plem for future burial needs. It pleuis to collect 
and use such data in its next survey of veterems, which is planned 
for the yeeu 2000. 

Mr. Cheiirman, I will be glad to respond to emy questions that 
you or other members of the committee may have. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you. 

[The prepeired statement of Mr. Backhus appears on p. 53.] 

Mr. Quinn. Mr. Clark, your testimony will deal with the Amer- 
ican Battle Monuments? 

Mr. Clark. That’s correct. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID L, CLARK 

Mr. Clark. Mr. Chairman emd members of the subcommittee, I 
am pleased to be here to discuss the audit of— the first ever audit 
of the ABMC’s financial statements. 

We strongly supported the efforts of this subcommittee to require 
ABMC to prepare financial statements, and we commend ABMC 
for their efforts in preparing the statements and for their coopera- 
tion in the audit. 

It is important to provide some context for ABMC’s efforts. Until 
8 years ago, most Federal departments and agencies did not pre- 
peu-e financial statements and have them audited. 'This situation 
contrasted markedly with State and local government agencies 
and, of course, with publicly traded companies, all of which have 
been preparing statements and having them audited for quite some 
time. 

The Confess substantially remedied this situation with the pas- 
sage of legislation in 1990 and 1994 cedling for mqjor Federal de- 
partments and agencies to annually prepare financial statements 
and to have them audited. It is important to note that the m^ority 
of Federal departments and agencies were unable to obtain un- 
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qualified or clean opinions on the financial statements in the first 
year that they were audited. 

The legislation calling for ABMC to prepare financial statements 
for fiscal year 1997 was passed early in fiscal year 1997, and to say 
the least, the time frames were quite challenging. And even though 
ABMC is a relatively small agency, it does not have a modem inte- 
grated financial monitoring system, and it had not prepared agen- 
C 3 rwide fmancial statements and had them audited since its estab- 
lishment in 1923. 

In order to meet the new legislative mandate, ABMC had to cre- 
ate financial statements as well as overview notes and supple- 
mentary information almost from scratch. ABMC hired a contractor 
to help it format the statements, and it also contracted with the 
Treasury Department to help with the statements and, just as im- 
portantly, determine how to select and implement a new financial 
management system. 

The audit results on the whole were overwhelmingly positive. 
ABMC’s balmce sheet, which shows assets, liabilities and acquisi- 
tions as of the fiscal year, were reliable. ABMC management’s as- 
sertions on internal control are fairly stated, and no reportable in- 
stances of noncompliance with laws and regulations were found. 

ABMC’s other Vandal statements which summarized ABMC’s 
operations over the fiscal year were not audited because, as is often 
the case on first-year audits, it is impractical to audit opening bal- 
ances. 

ABMC management did acknowledge an important internal con- 
trol problem. Specifically, management acknowledged that internal 
controls in place at the end of fiscal year 1997 were not effective 
in ensuring that transactions were properly recorded, processed 
and summarized to readily permit the preparation of reliable finan- 
cial statements and to maintain accountability over assets. 

As a result, it took considerable effort on ABMC’s part to prepare 
the statements and is a msgor reason why ABMC needed to obtain 
outside help. ABMC plans to select a commercial, off-the-shelf fi- 
nancial system, which, if properly selected and implemented, 
should strengthen ABMC’s internal controls and allow ABMC to 
more easily prepare statements in the future. 

’That system should resolve most of the internal control issues 
identified in the audit. 'The future looks bright for ABMC’s finan- 
cial accountability. ABMC should soon have a new system in oper- 
ation, all of its financial statements should be audited, and if 
ABMC accepts our suggestions, its annual report will include the 
audited financial statements, which is now done for 1997, and the 
statements will have a separate breakout for the World War II Me- 
moried Fimd, which, as you know, will require substantial funding. 

That concludes my remarks. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Clark appears on p. 62.] 

Mr. Quinn. 'Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony. 

I have a question or two and then a request for some more infor- 
mation. 

John, you said that your suggestion was to put a plan together 
to take NCS to at least the year 2025? 

Mr. VlTiKACS. An incremental plan. 
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Mr. Quinn. And, Mr. Backhus, you are sa'^g that right now the 
Nation^ Cemetery System has a plan to the year 2003, they put 
together a 5-year plan, and yet both of you told me that the peak 
years that we shovild plan for, at least for World War II veterans, 
will be between 2005 and 2010. So at the moment the National 
Cemetery System doesn’t have a plem that gets to even the begin- 
ning part of those peak years. Is that correct? 

MT. VlTiKACS. That is correct. 

Mr. Quinn. Mr. Backhus, you had a conversation, you say that 
you used your information from a report done in 1997, I believe, 
and you have had discussions with the National Cemetery System 
about this lack of a plan. Can you comment on the response? 

Mr. Backhus. Yes. We have had a number of conversations going 
back to the issuance of that report to as recently as the day before 
yesterday. 

The conversation has essentially gone like this. The National 
Cemetery System’s plans are developed to coincide with the VA 
strategic planning and budgeting process. 

Mr. Quinn. I see. 

Mr. Backhus. Which covers a 5-year period. 

Mr. Quinn. Yes. 

Mr. Backhus. 'They feel that to go beyond 5 years delinks it, de- 
couples it from the process. The rest of the agency doesn’t budget 
that way and plan that way; and, therefore, this would not be 
linked very well. 

Mr. Quinn. What is your opinion of that delinking problem? 

Mr. Backhus. What we are suggesting is that a longer plan not 
be a substitute for the 5-year plan, but a supplement to the 5-year 
plan. In other words, it is entirely appropriate to have a 5-ye£ir 
plan, but in this case it is also appropriate to supplement that 5- 
year plan with this additional detail as to what they plan to do to 
accommodate the peak yeeirs and to allow all stakeholders to weigh 
in. 

Mr. Quinn. It seems to me that even though the VA plan and 
budget numbers are for 5 years, it wouldn’t cause any problem to 
have a supplementtd or a longer plan even if you didn’t put the 
budget numoers to it yet. 

Mr. Backhus. Correct. You have had a lot of hearings on GPRA, 
and you know that the Act specifies that a strategic plan should 
be at leeist 5 years. It doesn’t say that it be only 5 years or a maxi- 
mum of 5 years. It anticipated that there we 6U‘e going to be some 
agencies lUce EPA emd NASA who have to think long term and 
have planned for that long term. 

This is a situation where we can see what is coming. 'The VA and 
the NCS knows what is going to happen. It is time, I think, to get 
specific about how it is that we are going to address these needs. 

Mr. Quinn. I couldn’t agree with you more, and I will ask the 
same question of NCS representatives when they are at the table 
just to be fair with everybody, but it seems almost too easy. Maybe 
I am missing something. By the end of the hearing 

Mr. Backhus. 'They have a lot of the information already that 
would be required to produce such a plan, so it doesn’t require 
them to go out and gather up a whole lot of additional information. 
Obviously they know what the demand will be. 'They know approxi- 
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mately where the veterans live, where they are concentrated. They 
know what the costs of the different bunal options are. There is 
lots of that kind of information available, and now it is time to put 
it together into a plan and to throw it out there. 

Mr. Quinn. I agree. 

John, your comment about 75-mile, 75 percent. Explain that to 
me, please. 

Mr. VlTIKACS. Yes. This is a strategy, if you will, that developed 
out of discussions between VA and 0MB a number of years ago 
that ultimately the plan that VA is attempting to reach is to pro- 
vide national cemetery burial options to 75 percent of the veterans’ 
population within 75 miles of an open national cemetery. So it is 
75/75. 

Mr. Quinn. Th ank you very much. I will save the rest of my 
questions and give the other Members a chance. 

Bob. 

Mr. Filner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also agree with your 
comments about the lack of response to the GAO’s reports and 
recommendations. 

I think I will warn Mr. Rapp when he comes before us that the 
penultimate paragraph in his own testimony will be submitted to 
some contest about memos or testimony that make no sense. The 
answer to GAO questions or recommendations is: we are concerned 
that the GAO’s recommendations to extend the strategic plan does 
not conform with the Department’s strategic planning process. 

That was the point of GAO’s recommendation, in fact, to show 
that it did not conform and to make it more sensible and more ra- 
tional to the needs that we see coming. And this — extending the 
stratemc plan beyond the 5-year budget cycle would delink or sever 
the relationship: that is a ridiculous statement! If they have a 5- 
year budget cycle, it ought to be managed in a way that will meet 
the needs that are coming 10, 15 years out, and so I appreciate 
your pointing that out to us. 

I was also interested in Mr. Backhus’ testimony which spoke to 
the States’ reluctance to join this effort, and I was wondering if 
there was any reason. I diidn’t notice that you tried to account for 
that or what we could do about that. There is limited interest, you 
say, in legislative process; fewer than half the States have estab- 
lished cemeteries, et cetera. 

Mr. Backhus. I probably should have spent more of my 5 min- 
utes on that topic. 

Essentially what the States tell us and the people at NCS have 
told us is that while the States enjoy the Federal grant, what they 
really need, wkat they really desire, is money to help them witn 
the operating costs. 

The State Cemetery Grimt Program now provides up to 50 per- 
cent funding, as you know, for the development of a cemetery and 
the construction of a cemetery. It doesn’t provide resources for the 
maintenance and upkeep of that cemetery — where the long-term 
expense is — and that is why they are reluctant to participate. 

What I meant by the statement that few States are interested in 
participating is that fewer than half of the States do have a ceme- 
tery; and in particular, many of the large States where there are 
a significant number of veterans have not participated or do not 
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have one that is currently operating. Those au-e Florida, Pennsyl- 
vania, Texas, Ohio, New York and Michigan, I think. 

Mr. Filner. So did you have any recommendations on how to in- 
crease that participation, or certainly this situation has to be part 
of a 5-, 10-, IS-year plan, obviously? 

Mr. Backhus. I think you are right. Clearly there can’t be 
enough VA national cemeteries built to accommodate all of that 
need. 

Mr. VlTIKACS. If I could, I will help Mr. Backhus on your last 
question. 

The American Legion in the past has recommended that the bur- 
ial plot allowance that is provided to the States now, which is $150 
per burial — and that is all that they receive into the future, there 
are no annued funds available to help offset the cost of mainte- 
nance and operations — we have suggested that the $150 amount, 
which hsis been set at $150 for at least the past 15 years, needs 
to be looked at. 

Mr. Filner. Thank you. I think all of us who have been in gov- 
ernment, at whatever level, find that there is a reluctance to even 
accept capital projects if they require maintenance, and that is part 
of what we have to recognize as to these duties, whatever it is, 
parks or cemeteries. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you. 

Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doyle. First, Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank you for al- 
lowing me to sit in this hearing even though I am not a member 
of your subcommittee. I do have an opening statement that I will 
submit for the record in the interest of time. 

Mr. Quinn. Without objection. 

[The prepared statement of Congressman Doyle appears on p. 
40.) 

Mr. Doyle. Mr. Chairman, I represent western Pennsylvania, 
and more specifically Allegheny County, which is the second oldest 
county in tne country, and consequently it ^llso happens to have 
one of the largest veterans’ populations m the country, and so this 
is an important issue to the people of western Pennsylvania. 

I know that you said that the greater need takes place past the 
initial 5-year plan, and we know where the need is and what the 
need is. 

Have we put a number on the number of additional national 
cemeteries? What do you project as you look down at, say, a 10- 
year plan as opposed to a 5-year plan what the need would be in 
terms of how many new national cemeteries we are talking about? 

Mr. VlTIKACS. Immediately there are another six areas which 
have already been examined and determined to have a need for a 
national cemetery. 'This is the — this comes out of the 1997 National 
Cemetery Consultants study, and Pittsburgh is one of those areas. 

Mr. Backhus. I can’t give you a precise answer for how many na- 
tional cemeteries or, for that matter. State cemeteries there ought 
to be or needs to be, but the major metropolitan areas that are in 
need of additional burial spaces, cemeteries, are Atlanta, Detroit 
and Miami in addition to that. 

Mr. Doyle. In addition to the six that you have mentioned in the 
study? 
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Mr. Backhus. Correct. 

Mr. Doyle. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you, Mike. We appreciate the work that you 
do on the full committee for the veterans. 

Gentlemen, thanks for your help this morning, and we will move 
to our second panel. 

On our second panel we are going to have Ms. Carol 3 m Becraft, 
Mr. Roger Rapp and Mr. Vincent Barile. Thank you and welcome. 

As we mentioned earlier in opening remarks, Roger, you are Act- 
ing because the former Director, Jerry Bowen, has returned to 
what he calls private life, and we want to thank Jerry for the 
pleasure we had working with him, and please convey our best 
wishes to him when you see him. 

Before we move to any kind of opening statements, my opening 
remarks, I am going to yield to Mr. LaHood at this time. 

Mr. L^ood. Well, I would like to ask Mr. Rapp some questions, 
if I may. 

Mr. Rapp, as you heard in my opening statement, I am a little 
more than dismayed about the decision by the Acting Secretary to 
name the cemetery of Joliet after Abraham Lincoln, and let me just 
express why I am more than a little dismayed about it. 

In Illinois, particularly in Springfield, IL, we have a whole range 
of facilities named in honor of Abraham Lincoln. I think Abraham 
Lincoln is synonymous with Springfield, and Springfield is synony- 
mous with Abraham Lincoln. Abraham Lincoln represented pretty 
much the district that I represent. He was a Congressman from 
Springfield. He ran for the U.S. Senate from Sprin^eld. When he 
left after being elected President, he left a home in Springfield, IL, 
which is there, and there is a national park run by the National 
Park Service. When Mr. Lincoln was assassinated, his body was in- 
terred at Oak Ridge Cemetery in Springfield, IL, as well as his wife 
and his children. 

There are many, many monuments in his honor there, and part 
of my reasoning for obmcting to naming a cemetery in Joliet, IL, 
the Abraham Lincoln Cemetery is I thmk it is bad public policy. 
First of all, when people are on Interstate 55 and they see one of 
these big brown signs that says “Abraham Lincoln Cemetery,” you 
are going to have people pulling in asking where Mr. Lincoln is 
buried. And when they find out that he is buried about 200 miles 
south of there, I think they are going to be a little astoimded. 

I think it is a silly decision for that reason alone, but it is also, 
I think, a slap in the face to the people of Springfield, IL. 

I also think that it is very clesir to the Department through dis- 
cussions I had with your predecessor and discussions I had with 
the previous Secreta^ and discussions I had with the Chairman of 
this committee that I was objecting to this. No one ever talked to 
me about it firom the Department. I learned about this n aming in 
a press release or a press call that I got from somebody in the Chi- 
cago area, and I just think that it is wrong. I really do. 

1 have a list of all of the cemeteries under your jurisdiction, 
under the Department of Veterans Affairs jurisdiction, and there is 
one cemetery named in honor of a person, and I mentioned that in 
my opening statement. Every other cemetery is named after the ge- 
ographic area or the locale where those cemeteries are. I think it 
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would have made a lot more sense to name the cemetery the Joliet 
National Cemetery. 

If you wEuited to name it the Land of Lincoln Cemetery, I would 
not have objected. If you wanted to name it something where you 
could reflect Lincoln, that would have been fine with me. I thiink 
it is wrong for the people of Springfield, and I think it is wrong for 
the citizens to beheve that tos cemetery named after Abraham 
Lincoln — I think it is going to be totally confusing. 

And the bottom line for me is I want to know if you have any 
intentions of trsdng to correct it. I do have a meeting with Sec- 
retary Togo West scheduled. He was good enough to call me after 
he found out that his nomination in the Senate was being held up 
because I raised Cain with the M^ority Leader about it; he was 
good enough to call me and apologize. He said it was a lousy deci- 
sion, and it was lousy in the way it was announced. 

We have three Members from Illinois on the full committee, and 
I checked with Mr. Evans, who is the Ranking Member, and I 
checked with Mr. Gutierrez, who is from Joliet, and they didn’t 
know a thing about it, and it was done in the dark of night without 
anybody knowing about it, including three Members from Illinois. 

Obviously I am very frustrated. I am fhistrated because I rep- 
resent a part of Illinois that is Abraham Lincoln territory, and I 
also think it is going to be confusing as hell to the people — tourists 
that drive up and down Interstate 55 and see that sign. 

So the bottom line for me, sir, is; Is it a done deal, emd is there 
any way that we can correct it? And that is the same question I 
am going to ask Mr. West when he comes to my office today, but 
I would like to hear your response. 

And what I don’t want to hear, Mr. Rapp, with all due respect, 
is that you are new on the job and you didn’t have an 3 d;hing to do 
with it. If that is what you are going to say, I will go down to my 
office and meet Mr. West who is coming in a half hour. 

Mr. Rapp. I have prepared remarks that I will provide later, and 
I will respond dii-ectly to your question. 

Mr. Quinn. I am sorry, we will begin with Ms. Becraft. Mr. 
LaHood has another engagement, and so I gelded to him. 

Mr. Rapp. I would like to begin by apologizing to Congressman 
LaHood for the manner in which we did not coordinate this deci- 
sion with him and, again, I know that Secretary West has made 
a phone call and offered the same apology. 

I think it may be appropriate to offer — that I am not going to dis- 
avow myself fi-om the process. I was an integral part of the process. 
What we were trying to do was find a name for the cemetery that 
would be acceptable to the broad-beised constituency of the veterans 
in the greater Chicago area. This area is the same 75-mile radius 
that John Vitikacs mentioned earlier, and that is the area we used 
when we asked people their opinion. We asked the veterans from 
Indiana and Wisconsin and Illinois, all those veterems in that 
three-State area that we are going to serve, what name they want- 
ed for the cemetery. In the process of asking the veterans that 
Question over the last year and a half, it became very evident that 
tney could not a^ee on any particular name. 

Mr. Quinn, when you say that you asked people in the three- 
State area what name, who did you ask? 
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Mr. Rapp. Well, we react to information that is provided to us by 
folks who, on their own, sent in suggestions. We edso asked veter- 
ans’ committees and support groups. 

Mr. Quinn. Did you go to VSOs and say, we are going to name 
a cemetery here, what would you like to call it? Is that how it goes? 

Mr. Rapp. In the process, we asked them what names are accept- 
able. 

Mr. Quinn. When you say “they,” are you asking the VSOs? 

Mr. Rapp. Yes, other interested veterans’ groups that have been 
waiting for a cemetery for a long period of time. Many of them are 
very interested in the process, including the naming of the 
cemetery. 

Mr. Quinn. Did you ask the Members of Congress from the 
three-State area what they would like to name it? 

Mr. Rapp. I was aware what the immediate Member’s choice was. 
I also asked Congressman Visclosky when I met with him and vet- 
er^uls groups a while ago. If I could digress, I will explain how I 
got to discuss this issue with him. 

A couple years ago there was an appropriation add-on to build 
a new cemetery in Northwest Indiana, and I asked Congressman 
Visclosky if I could meet with him. We did meet and I explained 
that I felt a competing cemetery so close to the one we were al- 
ready planning for near Chicago probably might work against our 
efforts to build the Chicago cemetery. 

He asked me to come out to his district. He said: I imderstand. 
I won’t push for the northwest Indiana cemetery. I understand that 
our district is within 45 miles of a site that you are contemplating 
for the greater Chicago area but would you come out and tell our 
veterans this. 

So after 2 hours with the Congressman off in the comer and me 
taking on his veteran support committee, if you will, the bottom 
line was that they would get on board eind support the Chicago 
area cemetery. But, the people in Indiana said, just don’t name it 
“Chicago,” and just don’t name it “Illinois,” and just don’t name it 
“Joliet”; get a name that we can all embrace and accept. We are 
tired in Indiana of being the stepchild, if you will, to the people in 
Chicago. 

That was a few years ago, and that made me aware that naming 
cemetery was going to be an interesting process. Frankly, the vet- 
erans of Chicago didn’t want to name it adPter Joliet and vice versa. 

'There was no single geographic name that was proposed that 
was without controversy. So in the process it became evident to 
other people, since the name Abraham Lincoln was being talked 
about by myself and obviously on the Hill, that it looked like the 
name might become Abr^Lham Lincoln. When it didn’t happen, we 
fovmd that we couldn’t even plan ground-breaking ceremonies. We 
needed to name the cemetery. 

So in that mode we met and talked with a veterans’ group that 
was organizing a volimteer support advisory committee. 'This vol- 
unteer CToup of veterans wanted to help with the dedication. We 
met with them at the beginning of March, and I tried to determine 
if there were other names that might be acceptable other than 
Abraham Lincoln. I was shouted down. 



16 


The veterans in this group said, give us a single reason why we 
can’t name the cemetery after Abraham Lincoln, and notwithstand- 
ing Congressman LaHood’s reasons, I tried to offer them one and 
they said, we are the people using this cemetery. We are the veter- 
ans that are going to be served by this cemetery. Can’t we have 
this name that we all agree on? And they acknowledged that they 
didn’t agree on the other names. 

And so with that, and knowing with 50 leaders of various veter- 
ans’ organizations, including the American Legion, the VFW, the 
DAV, AMVETS, the Military Order of Purple Heart, Italian-Amer- 
ican veterans, the national commander and a past national com- 
mander of the American Legion, the Indiana Department Com- 
mander of the American Legion, a number of county veteran serv- 
ice officers, and the Illinois Department of Veterans Affairs, it 
seemed like Abraham Lincoln was a good name. And with that as 
the backgroimd, and with us serving veterans, I felt that it was an 
acceptable name. 

There are a couple points to be made. Abraham Lincoln is the 
father of the National Cemetery System. We are using his name in 
a broader context than probably we should have in terms of the 
issues associated with the Springfield heritage. We were looking 
upon him as someone who was from Illinois, the Land of Lincoln. 
Frankly, we thought it would be well-received and would be consid- 
ered, if you will, a gift to name the cemetery after Abraham Lin- 
coln, the founder of the National Cemetery System. It is the only 
cemetery that I think will ever be named after a person. 

Unfortimately, in the process of doing all of that, perhaps I didn’t 
do my job well enough in sharing all of the information that I was 
aware of with Secretary West, and again I apologize for that. 

I heard Congressman LaHood’s mention of highway signs, and I 
can offer that I will do everything that I can to assist on that. For 
example, I see the highway signage for the cemeteiy on the inter- 
state sa 5 dng perhaps “VA National Cemetery— rNext Exit” and not 
even putting Abraham Lincoln on the sign if that would help. I 
think that is a reasonable approach. 

I see within our visitor’s information center displays that can be 
worked on with the Springfield heritage folks that explain not only 
Abraham Lincoln’s strong obvious relationships with Springfield, 
but his relationship with the National Cemetery System and with 
the VA. 

I think that would help. I am willing to work with Congressman 
LaHood and folks in the Springfield area to that end to allow us 
to have this name and share it with them. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you. 

Mr. LaHood, do you want to respond? 

Mr. LaHood. I don’t want to take the entire time of the commit- 
tee to pursue this. 

I didn’t hear you mention — ^you said that you talked with the rep- 
resentative from that area, and I have no doubt that you did, but 
I guarantee you — well, I will just say this. I don’t know if you con- 
sulted with the Senators or not, but I know one Senator that you 
didn’t consult with because I talked to him personally about it, and 
he was totally surprised the day that this was announced. I don’t 
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know if he was consulted or not, but he was surprised when it was 
disclosed that this was going to be named. 

I think it is marvelous that you checked with all of the veterans’ 
groups, but in reality the Congress is the one that appropriated the 
money. We are the ones that are going to pay the bill on behalf of 
the taxpayers, and I don’t know that any of us on this committee 
were consulted. 

I made my opinions known on this quite some time ago in writ- 
ing and personally to your predecessor, and it is fine that you con- 
sisted the veterans, but it would have been nice if you had con- 
sulted with us, too. 

Mr. Evans. WiU the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaHood. I will yield. 

Mr. Evans. I join in the gentleman’s frustration as a Democrat 
in the lack of consultation here in this process. I was not here for 
the full exchange, but I fully support what the Congressman for mv 
aSjoining district has to sav, ana hope that this never is repeated, 
and accept the apology, ana hope we can work closer and have bet- 
ter communications in the future. 

I thank the gentlemen for 3 delding. 

Mr. LaHood. The bottom line is that you are standing by the 
name? 

Mr. Rapp. I know of no effort imder way to reconsider the deci- 
sion. 

Mr. Quinn. The gentlemen’s time has expired. 

Mr. LaHood. I would say it has. 

Mr. Quinn. This is important information, and that is why we 
took the time to do it. We appreciate your professionalism. 

Ms. Becraft is the Deputy Assistant Secretjuy for Defense for 
Personnel, Family Support and Education at the Department of 
Defense. 

We would like to ask you to continue with the topic matter this 
morning, emd as always your full statement will be recorded and 
entered into the record. Vour opening remarks should be limited to 
5 minutes, so you can begin right now. 

STATEMENTS OF CAROLYN BECRAFT, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL, FAMILY SUP- 
PORT AND EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; AND 

ROGER R. RAPP, ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CEMETERY 

SYSTEM, ACCOMPANIED BY VINCENT L. BARILE, DIRECTOR, 

OFFICE OF OPERATIONS SUPPORT, NATIONAL CEMETERY 

SYSTEM 


STATEMENT OF CAROLYN BECRAFT 

Ms. Becraft. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
subcommittee. I fully ^predate the opportunity to address before 
you today the subject of military burial honors. 

As mentioned, I have provided my written statement for the 
record. I also have a statement to submit on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Army, which addresses the availability of surplus military 
weapons and ammunition to approved organizations for ceremonial 
purposes. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by stating that the Department 
of Defense recognizes the importance of pa^g final tribute on be- 
half of a grated Nation to honor those who will have served our 
coimtry. It is Department of Defense policy that every reasonable 
effort he made to provide funeral honors for current and former 
members when requested. We owe them a great debt of gratitude 
and believe that we should properly honor them when they pass 
on. This is a long-standing and proud tradition of the Armed Forces 
and one that we strongly support. 

We assign the military departments the responsibility for provid- 
ing funerm honors, within the constraints of available resources. 
Oiu* commanders in the field, who execute this mission, eu-e dedi- 
cated to making this happen. We estimate that the military serv- 
ices provided at least 30,600 funeral honors in 1997 alone. Of the 
30,600 honors, I would like to stress that 65 percent consisted of 
funeral honor details beyond our minimum requirement for veter- 
ans’ burial honors, and that minimum requirement is that the serv- 
ice representative present a flag to the family. 

Just in the Army and the Air Force, this represented over a 
thousand man years of effort and was a significant commitment of 
time and resources for our military commanders. Nevertheless, we 
understand your concerns about our ability to provide honors. We 
share this concern and acknowledge the challenge the future will 
bring. 

According to the Department of Veterans Affairs, the number of 
veterans’ deaths will continue to increase. In 1989, we had approxi- 
mately 456,000 veterans’ deaths. In 1999, 10 years later, we 6u*e 
projecting 561,000 deaths, which is a 23 percent increase. And in 
2008, there are an expected 620,000 veterans’ deaths, a 36 percent 
increase 

Mr. Filner. You went beyond the year 2003? 

Ms. Becraft. Yes, with information from the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. 

Mr. Filner. Did you get that from the budget processes? 

Ms. Becraft. The data I am presenting are from the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. Filner. I am just making a comment 

Ms. Becraft. I imderstand. 

Mr. Filner (continuing). Without the Chairman’s permission. 
Thank you. 

Ms. BECRAFT. From 1989 to 2008, there will be a 36 percent in- 
crease in the amount of burials. This increase in veterans’ deaths 
takes place concurrently with the downsizing of our military forces. 
With our smaller and busier force, it has become more difficult for 
the military services to provide eiU funeral honors that are re- 

S |uested. 'Thus, while we are committed to providing proper honors 
or our veterems, we must be concerned about the manpower im- 
pact of any policy changes. 

At one end of the spectrum, if we provided traditional honors to 
all veterans who diea in 1997, up to 30,000 man years of effort 
could have been required. While we don’t expect that many re- 
quests, one of our missing data points is a more precise projection 
of what the demand for honors would be. We believe that a solution 
to this issue wiU require a joint effort on the Department — with the 
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Department of Defense, the Department of Veterans Affairs, our 
stakeholders and, of course, the Congress as we examine the impli- 
cations of any policy changes and identify potential solutions which 
result in am appropriate level of honors mr all families who request 
them. 

We have, therefore, been working with the Department of Veter- 
ans Affairs on a strategic plan that culminates in a joint summit 
to address this importsmt concern. In preparation for the summit, 
we will meet with the veterans’ service organizations and the mili- 
tary coalition to describe our resource environment and hear their 
views on how to accommodate the need for honors in that environ- 
ment. We are also conducting those discussions — as we are doing 
this, we will also be engaged in an extensive data collection to de- 
termine more precisely the demand for future funeral honors and 
the degree to which they are provided as requested under the pro- 
vision of our current pohcy. 

Information from our exchanges with interested organizations 
and from our data-gathering initiative conducted over the next 6 
months will provide the substance for our discussions of the sum- 
mit to be held in the fall. The summit will examine issues, re- 
sources and options for the provision of military funeral support to 
veterans. 

We envision that Members of Confess, as well as representa- 
tives from the veterans’ service orgemizations, would assist in our 
deliberations; however, we are not waiting for the summit process. 
Right now, the military services are examining ways to improve 
the delivery of honors. For example, the Army has conducted an in- 
depth review of their capability to provide funeral honors. They are 
developing a plan that standardizes burial details, removes limita- 
tions on distances soldiers may travel to perform burial honors, 
and promotes local partnerships with reserve components and vet- 
erans’ service organizations in conducting military funeral honors. 

In their efforts to enhance the ability to perform honors, the Air 
Force is conducting a pilot program in California in a high-volume 
area for military twerals. iTie pilot program uses Guard and Re- 
serve personnel who are placed on active duty to perform funeral 
honors. The funeral honors units composed of these Guard and Re- 
serve forces conduct two to three funeral honors every day. As a 
result, the Air Force is able to respond to more funeral honor re- 
quests in a high-demand area. 

And recently the Commandant of the Marine Corps issued a 
white letter and sent a message to all Marine units emphasizing 
the Marine Corps’ commitment to funeral support and the impor- 
tance of paying final tribute to one of its own. 

We are carefully monitoring these initiatives and collecting data 
to determine their impact. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe we have a plsm and a process to ad- 
dress this very important issue. Through creative strategies, dia- 
logue with the stakeholders and joint efforts, we believe that we 
can enhance respectful military recognition at funerals for those 
who have loyally served our country. I look forward to providing to 
you the resmts of our efforts. 

Mr. Quinn. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Becraft. Sure. 
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Becraft appears on p. 68.] 

Mr. Quinn. I have just one quick question before we go to the 
rest of the table. I think we mentioned to you we were goii^ to see 
if we could talk to you a bit about the situation with the Tomb of 
the Unknown Soldier and the Vietnam veterans. Can you — ^we have 
read in the paper recently that there might be a situation where 
we have to take a look at the remains of the soldier there. When 
we were touring Arlington National Cemetery last week, five or six 
members of the staff went over. I mentioned that this morning. We 
talked to Jack Metzler about that. Are you able this morning, fi*om 
the Department of Defense, to give us any kind of update on that 
situation and when the Secretary may be m akin g a decision? 

Ms. Becraft. Mr. Chairman, I can’t give you an exact time on 
that. The senior working group has made some recommendations, 
and they are right now working with all the various stakeholders, 
briefing them, getting their comments. These comments will be in- 
corporated into their final recommendation before it goes to the 
Secretary. I am sorry I cam’t tell you an exact time when that will 
be. 

Mr. Quinn. You don’t know the time on that? 

Ms. Becraft. No, I do not. 

Mr. Quinn. Okay. That is great. 

I^eld to Mr. Filner for a question. 

Mr. Filner. A quick question, Ms. Becraft. I appreciate the re- 
port that you read. I had suggested in an earUer hearing, I guess 
tangentially to the subject matter, that one thing I think you are 
missing here, as you lay out this process and do your man years, 
and I assume women years also would be involved, that there is 
a tremendous amount of volunteer time available to you for these 
honors. In San Diego, we have a voluntary Honor Guard that does, 
in fact, make itself available to the services. They came to see me 
the other day and said, you know, if we could get just a small 
amoimt of money basically for blanks and for pressing the uniforms 
and for gas money — that is what we are talking about. We are not 
getting into this great bureaucracy of putting people in the service 
and getting people out of the Reserves, we are just asking for a few 
bucks for a volimttuy unit, and they could handle, in a high-de- 
mand area, a lot of the honors that are needed. 

I am just wondering if the Department would be looking to tap 
this volimteer force that I am sure is available all over the coiu- 
try? 

Ms. Becraft. This is part of our plan for our summit. We need 
to go to all the stakeholders, look at all of the different ways that 
we can provide honors to our veterans. So we will be looking at 
that option, as well as many others, in conjunction with the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, the veterans’ services organizations 
and the whole array of interested parties. 

Mr. Filner. I understand, and I keep hearing that. I will tell 
you, out of your $250 billion budget, a few thousand dollars to San 
Diego would solve the problem. You don’t have to go through all 
this bureaucracy, all these studies, all these man years, all this in- 
credible amoimt of effort that I know a big bureaucracy always has 
to seem to go through. But I am telling you in one area of the coun- 
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try, if you gave me an account of $5,000, I would solve your prob- 
lem, emd you wouldn’t have to go through all of this. 

These are the 1990s, almost the new millennium — look at new 
areeis outside the box of some bureaucratic t hinking to tap in some 
of this — I mean, there are veterans in our area, I am sure every 
area in the countiy, that deplore what has happened and are will- 
ing to volunteer their own time to solve it, and they just need a 
little support from us. 

Mb. Becraft. Well, we must look at a whole range of options, 
and that is what we are committed to do. The number of burials, 
as you know, have increased 

Mr. Filner. All right. I give up. I am sorry. 

Ms. Becraft (continuing). Extensively, and we will continue, and 
we will take that into consideration. 

Mr. Lahood. [Presiding] If the Ranking Member wants to ask a 
^estion, you may, or we can let Mr. Rapp meike his statement. 
However we want to proceed here, I will be flexible. 

Mr. Evans. If I could ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lahood. Please, proceed. 

Mr. Evans. Ma’am, are you aware of our colleague’s, Steve Buy- 
er’s, legislation that I think he is going to offer in the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee markup next week concerning burials? 

Ms. Becraft. I am aware that there is a House bill, yes. 

Mr. Evans. I think it may have changed. I don’t have it in front 
of me. I didn’t think to bring it. 

Ms. Becraft. I have not seen the exact wording, no. 

Mr. Evans. I will try to obtain a copy and submit it to you. We 
would like to get your input as we move into markup next week 
on the armed services side. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lahood. Mr. Rapp, you may proceed. 

STA’TEMENT OF ROGER R. RAPP 

Mr. Rapp. 'Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the sub- 
committee. I am pleased to be here today to share the status of op- 
erations and activities at the Department of Veterans Affairs, Na- 
tional Cemetery System. I have a brief oral statement that summa- 
rizes my full stotement, which I submitted for the record. 

Mr. Lahood. Without objection. 

Mr. Rapp. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we have come a long way in the past 
5 years. Last fall, we opened the Tsihoma National Cemetery near 
Seattle. In the summer of 1999, cemeteries near Chicago, Dallas/ 
Fort Worth, and Albany, NY, will open, and one near Cleveland 
should be well under construction. At all our open cemeteries with 
imdeveloped acreage, we continue to expand burial space. 

Mr. Chairman, last year, I visited approximately twenty open 
cemeteries. Expansion projects are either under way, just com- 
pleted or scheduled to start at virtually all of them. We continue 
to build more and more columbaria; all new cemeteries have them, 
and many existing ones are getting them. We will continue to add 
this option at those sites where the demand for cremation is great 
and columbarium makes sense. 
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The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget request includes $6 mil- 
lion each for Fort Rosecrans and Florida National Cemetery col- 
umbarium projects. The State Cemetery Grants Program is work- 
ing very well. Many States have embraced this program. Veterans 
are well served by these State cemeteries in significantly-sized cit- 
ies and States. 

To illustrate, Las Vegas, Honolulu, Reno, Memphis, Nashville, 
Baltimore and Salt Lake, as well as the States of New Jersey and 
Delaware, are served by excellent State cemeteries. The new Wis- 
consin cemetery near Milwaukee, which will be dedicated next 
month, is an excellent example of a State opening up a cemetery 
when a national cemetery nearby closes. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past year, there has been some concern 
about VA’s policy regarding its role and the States’ role in con- 
structing new cemeteries. Most recently, in response to posthearing 
questions from the House Veterans’ Affairs and the House Appro- 
priations Committees, we clarified that we view the State cemetery 
program as a complement to, and not a replacement for, the Na- 
tional Cemetery System. 

Building new national cemeteries is an integral part of our strat- 
egy to meet the burial needs of our Nation’s veterans. Therefore, 
in each subsequent annual phase of strategic planning, VA will 
continue to evmuate the need to establish new national cemeteries 
based on veterans’ demographics. I see this process renewed within 
the next few days as we develop our fiscal year 2000 budget sub- 
mission, and I am committed to work with the Secretary and the 
rest of VA to introduce a plan that addresses these issues. 

Hopefully, this clarification will assist this committee in its con- 
sideration of our legislative proposal to increase the Federal share 
of our State grants program from 50 to 100 percent. 

FinalW, hfr. Chairman, I listened to GAO’s testimony earlier 
today. Tneir report was completed last year, obviously prior to the 
clarification that I just summarized. VA agrees with much of this 
report and enjoyed the healthy interchange with GAO, but I would 
like to make two brief points. First, GAO has concerns that we are 
not doing long-term planning beyond our 5-year strategic plan. I 
believe we EU'e doing long-term planning beyond that 5-year period. 

Secondly, I believe that some of the inferences about columba- 
rium may be misleading. I believe we should not lose sight that the 
casket burial option is the preferred choice of veterans as well as 
the American public and will remain that way for at least another 
20 to 25 years. Until then, I beheve casketed grave site production 
should be our msgor emphasis, with columbarium complementing 
that option. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I would be pleased 
to take questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rapp appears on p. 71.] 

Mr. Lahood. Mr. Rapp, let me just ask you one other question 
on this matter that we were discussing earlier, and that is this; Do 
I have your commitment — I am going to ask the Secretary the 
same question — that you intend to, signage on at least the 
main — the major thoroughfare, which I consider Interstate 55, by 
signage designate this new cemetery at Johet the veterans’ ceme- 
tery without designating the name of it? 
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Mr. Rapp. You have my commitment and I am willing to discuss 
it with Secretary West. I have a feeling you will be discussing it 
with him before I get a chance to. 

Mr. Lahood. I am going to discuss it with him, too. But I don’t 
want to be driving along Interstate 55 2 years from now and see 
a sign that says “Abraham Lincoln Cemete^ because a bimch of 
veterans’ groups got to you before the politicians did. In my opin- 
ion, that is what happened here. A number of veterans’ groups per- 
suaded you of a name; in spite of the fact that eve^ other cemetery 
in the entire country is named after a geographic area, you were 
persuaded by the fact that they didn’t like that idea. 

But I don’t want them then coming to you tind 8a;^ng, we want 
this name on Interstate 55. That, in my opinion, is going to confuse 
people, as I said earlier. But if I have your commitment that you 
are going to make sure that people are not going to be confused, 
then I am not going to ask you another question about this. 

Mr. Rapp. You have my commitment, yes. 

Mr. Lahood. Mr, Filner. 

Mr. Filner. Welcome to your first hearing, Mr. Rapp. 

Mr. Rapp, Actually, I have been to some other hearings, but it 
has been a while since this subcommittee has held one on the Na- 
tional Cemetery System. 

Mr. Filner. I guess this is what they call a rap session, huh? 

I appreciate your response and your willingness to stand up and 
smile and fight back, but I was not convinced by your short state- 
ment at the end. 

Clearly, there is a problem that we all foresee coming, and we 
do not see any plan for it. You said, well, the GAO says we are not 
doing long-range planning. 

Mr. Rapp. We are. 

Mr. Filner. I think you need to show it to us. I am not sure — 
your statement, your written statement, saud that the GPRA re- 
stricts your long-term planning. I think I agree with the statement 
that the GAO made that it does not. In fact, it is supposed to en- 
courage and enhance long-range planning, and other agencies 
clearly do that. 

If NASA was doing what you are doing. Senator Glenn wouldn’t 
be Senator Glenn because he wouldn’t have been up there circling 
the Earth before. 

I would like to see, and I think this committee would like to see, 
some written notion of a strategic plan which tells us and gives us 
some confidence what you are doing to meet the burial needs of our 
veterans through the year 2010, roughly thereabouts. I think we 
would like to have this plan sometime before the fall so we can dis- 
cuss it and assure our Nation’s veterans that, in fact, long-range 
planning is taking place and these critical years are being thought 
about, because we have no evidence — we have only evidence to the 
contrary, that there is a planning process. And your statement, as 
submitted in writing, seems to indicate a disdain for and a reluc- 
tance to go further than the budget cycle allows. 

So I would hope we get something written in the next couple of 
months to mve us some more confidence that we do have some 
long-range thinking going on. 
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Mr. Rapp. Within the framework that VA used to develop its 
strategic plan, burial benefits and services are one of ten busmess 
lines. It would be nice if we could separate oxirselves from that 
broader departmental process, and I thmk we do need to work to- 
ward addressing the issues that GAO and this committee have 
raised. I look forward to working with the new Secretary on these 
issues and hopefully getting them into our plan. I think the best 
evidence of something would be to include in the next budget 
submission. 

While earlier I did not want to disavow myself from the process 
in establishing a name for the Chicago area cemetery. I must dis- 
cuss the broader VA planning process. I am basically the field oper- 
ations person whose job it has been to build national cemeteries. 
I am an advocate of building national cemeteries. Within VA’s 
planning on a budget framework, I participate with other VA offi- 
cials and other authorities within the a^inistration. I have a 
voice. I hope to have more of a say. 

Our voice will be heard within the agency and in the plans that 
are we developed for the 2000 budget submission and the strategic 
plan. I agree with GAO that there are sites that have been identi- 
fied that are not served by a veterans cemetery. We identified 
them. Most of the information you got from the previous panel we 
supplied to them as recently as yesterday. We identified those sites 
in our reports that are on record. I will say that there are large 
veteran populations in Atlanta, Miami, Detroit, Northern Califor- 
nia, and Pittsburgh that I think need to be addressed. I am com- 
mitted to getting these issues raised and hopefully included in a 
plan that would meet with everyone’s approval. 

Mr. Filner. Well, I am not sure what you said, but I will accept 
it that you are going to do something about this. 

But without being too personal, I nope Mr. Rapp and Ms. Becraft 
would look at the transcript of this testimony. You will see why 
citizens have problems dealing with bureaucracies. I mean, you are 
not talking in human terms or really common-sense English. You 
are giving us a lot of bureaucratic circulsir talk here. I didn’t under- 
stand a word anybody said here in answer to that. 

I would like a plan in a month. I did not hear that you were 
going to do that or not do it. I asked to look at volunteers, and all 
I get is we are going to look at the whole range of options, and we 
have to go through this planning process, blah, bl^, bl^, blah, 
blah. 

I mean, we are talking about some common-sense things that 
deal with people and what veterans think about their service to 
this country and how our country is responding to that service. 
And, frankly, we are getting a lot of circular talk and jargon here, 
and I think we should just have some common-sense discussions. 
And if you look at your transcripts, I think you will see why I am 
so fhistrated. 

Mr. Lahood. Mr. Rodriguez, welcome. Any questions? 

Mr. Rodriguez. No. 

Mr. Lahood. Chairman Quinn had some questions, and I would 
like to submit them for the record and ask you to reply to Mr. 
Quinn and also to the fiill committee, if you would. 

Mr. Rapp. We will. 
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(See p. 103.) 

Mr. LiAHOOD. Anything else? 

Th ank you for being here. 

We have a third panel, but let me just say that as previously an- 
nounced, I do have a meeting with the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs, and he and I have been trying to get together for the last cou- 
ple of days. What I would like to do is recess — I don’t think the 
meeting will take very long — and then come back, and we will con- 
tinue with the third panel. 

I don’t know of any other option, so I hope you will be tolerant 
of that and patient, and thank you for allowing us to do that. 

We are in recess until I return. Thank you. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lahood. Yes, Mr. Rodriguez. 

Mr. Rodriguez. I was just going to inquire, it seemed like I 
know you are real concerned in terms of the naming of that, emd 
I was wondering if there was any other options that you might 
have. I would be willing to be supportive if you had any other cre- 
ative options. 

Mr. Lahood. I hope to discuss that with the Secretary. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Have you come up with some legislation of what 
you are going to name it, or whatever you think is appropriate? 

Mr. Lahood. Thank you. I appreciate that. Thank you. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you. 

Mr. Lahood. We are in recess. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Lahood. Again, I apologize to those of you who came — I 
don’t know if my microphone is on or not. Now it is on. The light 
is on anyway. I apolo^ze for delaying you, emd I Eun sure you 
thought you would be sitting at a lunch counter somewhere by 
now. But we appreciate very much your participating as part of the 
third panel. 

What I would like to do is let each of you proceed with any open- 
ing statement that you would like, and. General Woemer, if you 
would like to go first, you are welcome to, or if you want to start 
at this end of the table. However you wemt to proceed, please. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. FRED WOERNER, U.S. ARMY (RET.), 
CHAIRMAN, AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION, 
ACCOMPANIED BY MAJOR GENERAL JOHN P. HERRUNG, 
U.S. ARMY (RET.), SECRETARY, AMERICAN BATTLE MONU- 
MENTS COMMISSION; KENNETH S. POND, EXECUTIVE DIREC- 
TOR, AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION; COLO- 
NEL ANTHONY N. COREA, U.S. AIR FORCE, DIRECTOR, OPER- 
ATIONS AND FINANCE, AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS 
COMMISSION; AND COLONEL DALE F. MEANS, U.S. ARMY, DI- 
RECTOR ENGINEERING AND MAINTENANCE, AMERICAN 
BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

General Woerner. Thank you, sir. There will be only one state- 
ment. I will make that 

Mr. Lahood. Very good. 

General Woerner (continuing). For the entire panel. 

Mr. Lahood. Thank you very much. 
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Greneral Woerner. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, 
on behalf of the American Battle Monuments Commission, I am 
sincerely pleased to appear before you today. I begin by tha nking 
you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of the subcommittee, for the 
support that you have provided our Commission over the years, 
and we seek your continuing support on the premise that the man- 
ner in which we care for our honored war dead measures the im- 
portance that as a Nation we give to all those who have worn or 
are wearing a uniform. 

The care and maintenance of the facilities associated with the 
trust that has been placed upon us are quite labor-intensive. Per- 
sonnel costs accoimt for a full 64 percent of our budget in fiscal 
year 1999. This year, therefore, we are conducting a comprehensive 
manpower survey that will clearly define our manpower require- 
ments for each of our cemeteries and allow us to ensure the proper 
sizing of oiur work force. 

That said, it then becomes clear that only 36 percent of our budg- 
et remeuns to fimd oiu* operations; engineering, rent, maintenance, 
utilities, horticultural supphes, equipment and administrative 
costs. 

We do not have the option of closing or consolidating any one of 
our 24 cemeteries or 27 memorials. In light thereof, we have in- 
creased our efforts to achieve ^eater efficiency through automation 
in the operational and financial management area. The Congress 
has been instrumental in our success in maintaining a high stand- 
ard of excellence by providing the funds required to accomplish our 
objectives. 

The added fimding of $3 million in fiscal yejir 1998 for engineer- 
ing and maintenemce projects will allow us to reduce our backlog 
of essential projects, a problem that is becoming increasingly more 
acute since, as mentioned by the Chairman in his opening com- 
ments, our facilities are aging. 

In 1996, Congress specifically directed, via Public Law 104-275, 
that the American Battle Monuments Commission prepare agency- 
wide financial statements annually, beginning with fiscal year 
1997, and that the financial statements be audited in accordance 
with accepted government auditing standards. 

I can now report to you that the General Accounting Office, as 
you heard in the first panel, has completed the first such audit. I 
am pleased to report that we received an luiqualified opinion, or, 
in other words, a clean audit, on our balance sheet, which we im- 
derstand is a very rare occurrence on initial financial statement 
audits. 

Additionally, we have been identified as one of the first agencies 
in the executive branch to early comply with the fiscal year 1998 
accovmting standards prescribed by the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

While we are pleased with the results of the audit, one material 
weakness has been highlighted, which we were aware of. It in- 
volves a financial management system that has grown like Topsy, 
with multiple systems being added upon other systems. 

We have now entered into negotiation, and we can assure you 
that during fiscal year 1999 we will implement — replace all those 
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old systems and implement a single new and integrated accounting 
system that will resolve this material deficiency. 

The same legislation authorized the Americem Battle Monuments 
Commission to enter into agreements with the sponsors of war me- 
morials to provide for their repair and long-term maintenance. At 
this time, we have established our internal operating procedures, 
including financial controls, and finalized our instructions to poten- 
tial participants. We have recently sent ^dance to three inter- 
ested participants, the 30th Infantry Division of World War II, the 
26th Infantry Division (the famed Yankee Division), and the Na- 
tional Guard Association. We believe that there are potentially 5 to 
10 viable associations which will be interested in participating in 
this proCTam. 

In addition to our overseas mission, we have been mandated by 
Congress to construct the World War II memorial. The Rainbow 
Pool site was dedicated in November 1995 by President Clinton. In 
Jemuary 1997, the President annormced the winning design by Pro- 
fessor Friedrich St.Florian. Since that time, reviews by the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion have resulted in the requirement to modify the desigii to more 
appropriately fit the Rainbow Pool site. The modified design is al- 
most complete, and we are confident that the modifications will 
meet the expec^tions of the Commission of Fine Arts and the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission when we appear before them 
in May and June of this year. 

In summary, since 1923, the American Battle Monuments Com- 
mission’s cemeteries and memorials have been held to a hi^h 
standard in order to reflect America’s continuing commitment to its 
Honored War Dead, their families, and the U.S. national image. 
The Commission intends to continue to fulfill this noble trust while 
continuing efforts to improve overall management and operational 
efficiency. We ask for your continuing support. 

Mr. Chairman, this completes my inti^uctory remarks, and we 
are prepared to answer your ouestions. 

[The prepared statement oi General Woemer appears on p. 76.] 

CHALLENGES 

Mr. Lahood. Chairman Woemer, I have two questions. What is 
the biggest challenging facing ABMC? 

General Woerner. Can I have two? 

Mr. Lahood. Of course. 

General Woerner. The first, sir, is our primaiy mission, that of 
maintaining facilities that are aging as costs ^ up. In addition, 
salaries increase, and we are obligati to follow Embassy lead, over 
which we have no control, since most of our work force are foreign 
nationals. So we have increasing costs due to increasing mainte- 
nance and salaries, without a fully commensurate increase in budg- 
et. However, I must say, we have done better than most agencies 
in straight-lining our budget, and Congress, this year (fiscal year 
1998), increased our budget by $3 million. This Congressional aide 
is contributing to a significant i^uction in our backlog of mainte- 
nance. That is our first challenge — aging facilities, increeised costs, 
without fully commensurate budgeted increases. 



28 


The second major challenge is the World War II memorial. We 
unequivocally have the site. We now have a revised design and our 
preliminary coordination gives us confidence that it is going to be 
favorably received by the approving commissions in Washnigton. 
The che^enge will ^en remain to raise $100 million to do the 
construction. 


WW II MEMORIAL FUNDRAISING 

Mr. Lahood. Is that the one — the memorial that Senator Dole is 
chairing the fundraising? 

General Wobrner. Yes, it is, sir. Senator Dole has consented and 
is already very active raising the monies, and he is co*chaired by 
Mr. Fred Smith of FedEx. They, together, through their combined 
efforts, have already brought in several millions of dollars. 

Mr. Lahood. And their gotd is $100 million? 

General Woerner. That is our goal, $100 million, sir. 

WWII MEMORIAL CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN 

Mr. Lahood. Uh-huh. And is the raising of the monies — are they 
doing that first, before you begin the construction, or are you — I 
mean, is it kind of simultaneous, or how does it work? 

General Woerner. First, by law, sir, we have to have the money 
in the bank. 

Mr. Lahood. Okay. 

General Woerner. Before we can get the building permit. 

Mr. Lahood. Okay. 

General WOERNER. We have been challenged thus far by trying 
to raise money without having a final approved design. We hope 
that that problem is resolved in our May and June hearings, and 
we will then be able to say to potential contributors, here is what 
you are contributing to. We would then expect to see an expo- 
nential increase in the flow of monies. 

WWII MEMORIAL FUNDRAISING AND GROUNDBREAKING 

Mr. Lahood. What is your notion of when the fundraising might 
be; are they saying 2 years, 3 years? 

General Woerner. We would hope less than that, sir. 

Mr. Lahood. Okay. 

General WOERNER. Less than 2 years. 

Mr. Lahood. Less than 2 years. 

General Woerner. We would like to break ground, meaning we 
have money in the bank, no later than on Veterans’ Day in the 
year 2000. 


WW II memorial revised DESIGN 

Mr. Lahood. I see. And the design has not been completed, I 
take it, or it has been? 

General Woerner. We had a completed design and went before 
the commissions-National Capital Pl anni ng and Fine Arts. They 
gave us their input. We are now in the very final stages of incor- 
porating their input. In fact, the models are being built, and we are 
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laying the groundwork to appear formally before them in May and 
June. 

Mr. Lahood. So when do you think you might unveil the design? 
Soon? 

General Woerner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lahood. This year? 

General Woerner. Oh, definitely. I would say eeirly summer. 

General Herrling. 11 May. 

General WOERNER. There it is. We have a date. 

General Herrling. 11 May. 

Mr. Lahood. You are going to unveil 11 May? 

General Herrling. We will. We will have a press conference that 
will cover the redesim concept for the memorial, and we plan on 
doing that either on the 11th or 12th of May. 

INTEGRATED ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

Mr. Lahood. Colonel Corea, did I pronounce that correctly? 

Colonel Corea. Yes, you did, sir. 

Mr. Lahood. I am told that you are really helping to get finan- 
cial systems in order emd financial, I guess, procedures and mecha- 
nisms and all that. Tell us how that is going. 

Colonel Corea. Okay, sir. As heis already been indicated by the 
Chairman’s opening comments and by the statement of the GAO 
witness, we have been on track in coming im with an integrated 
financial system now for just over one year. The Confess gave us 
the first increment of money to allow us to do that, this year (fiscal 
year 1998). We started even before you gave us some money by 
asking the Financial Management Services Center of the Treasury, 
to help us to analyze the systems that are out there. 

As you recognize, we are a small agency, and there eu'e 8 or 10 
software systems which we can choose from that GAO, 0MB, and 
Treasury have already approved for government use. So we will 
choose one of these “commercial off-the-shelf” systems. 

At the present time we are receiving comments from the compa- 
nies, £md after we have looked at the comments, we will decide 
whether we are going to contract for the system, or also whether 
we might consider cross-servicing. In cross-servicing we would be 
asking Treasi^ or Commerce or one of the other big departments 
to help us with that. Our expectation is to have that system in 
place Dy the beginning of next year, fiscal year 1999, 6 months 
from now. That will give us one accounting system. 

0MB, Treasury, and GAO, actually prescribed the accounting 
rules that we have to comply with in me Federal Government, and 
with those rules we have to have one integrated system. We will 
implement that system in our Washington office, as well as our of- 
fices in Rome, Paris and, Manila. We are heading in that direction. 

We have had great success with the audit. Your committee, in 
1996, prescribed that we have annual financial audits. Our initial 
thought was that we wanted to get the integrated accounting sys- 
tem m place before the audit. In the end, we are probably much 
better off by having started the audits, as we have standardized 
our finimcial records. We have, as the Chairman said, had a “clean 
audit” this year. Everything is now the way it really should be, so 
when we go into a new system, we are going to be ahead of the 
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curve because will not be dealing with old financial data and old 
financial problems. So we are mal^g very good process with this. 

Mr. Lahood. We appreciate the good professional work you are 
doing on this. 

Colonel Corea. Thank you, sir. 

PRIVATELY SPONSORED MEMORIALS 

Mr. Lahood. Chairman Woemer, one final question. Have you 
taken custody of any private memorial since we chemged the law 
last year? 

Colonel Means. For the record, I am Colonel Means, the Director 
of Engineering and Meiintenance. 

Mr. Lahood. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Means. We have responded to three associations that 
have asked us to look at taking over their memorials or monu- 
ments. We are awaiting their response at this point in time. As al- 
ready stated, there are perhaps 5 to 10 other associations that 
would be interested in pursuing this, and we have been working on 
identifying them, and we will be dispatching invitations to them as 
well, sir. 

Mr. Lahood. We thank you all for being here and for the good 
work you are doing and look forward to l^ing a part of the next 
desim imveilii^ and the memorial and all the other things you are 
involved with. Inank tou all for being here. 

General Woerner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lahood. Thank you to the staff for all your good work. We 
are adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee was ac[joumed.] 
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OPENING STATEMENT 
HONORABLE BOB FILNER 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
April 29, 1998 

Good morning and welcome. Thank you for coming this 
morning. 

President Abraham Lincoln Is credited with initiating the 
National Cemetery System in 1862 when he directed that 
cemeteries be established near Civil War battlefields as 
burial sites for Union soldiers. Since that time, the National 
Cemetery System (NCS) has grown to 115 cemeteries, and 
four new cemeteries will be activated by the year 2000. 

In spite of this significant expansion, NCS is facing 
enormous chalienges. Of the 115 national cemeteries, 22 are 
closed to new burials and 36 are only open to cremated 
remains. Within the next 2 years, the number of national 
cemeteries open to first interments of casketed remains will 
be further reduced by 50 percent - this at a time when the 
number of interments will increase over 40 percent between 
1995 and 2010. 
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Given this situation, I was disturbed when I read in the 
GAO testimony that the NCS strategic plan is for five years 
only - 1998 through 2003 - and that NCS cannot specify what 
level of access veterans will have to a national or state 
veterans’ cemetery during the peak years. Additionally, I 
inferred from the GAO and VA testimony that NCS officials 
are refusing to accept GAO’s recommendation to expand 
their strategic plan and discuss how current plans will be 
adjusted to meet the needs during the years of peak demand. 
I have several thoughts about this issue, and I look forward 
to discussing them with our witnesses. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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OPENING STATEMENT 
THE HONORABLE RAY LAHOOD 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 

HEARING ON OPERATIONS WITHIN THE NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 
AND THE AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

APRIL 29, 1998 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for holding this 
impiortant hearing this morning. 

Mr. Chairman, I need to express my frustration at recent 
actions taken by Secretary West concerning the naming of a 
new addition to the National Cemetery System. On April 8, 
then-Acting Secretary West issued a press release naming the 
yet-to-be constructed facility near Joliet, Illinois the “Abraham 
Lincoln National Cemetery.” Mr. West’s office apparently 
moved unilaterally without any Congressional or Veteran’s 
Affairs Committee input whatsoever, disregarding VA’s own 
policy on naming facilities. 

The naming of this cemetery is something with which my 
office has been involved for many months. Even though I had 
made my feelings known to Mr. West’s predecessor, my office 
was not consulted prior to this announcement. Other Illinois 
Members were also kept in the dark, learning about this through 
the press after the fact. 

Congress has well-established procedures to name facilities 
of all kinds in honor of individuals. Mr. West has chosen to step 
outside his legal authority and ignore procedure and precedent. 
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VA’s own policy clearly states that the naming of VA facilities 
in honor of individuals can be done only by congressional 
mandate or by Executive Order of the President. 

Title 38, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1.602 also 
clearly states the basis for names of national cemetery activities, 
which may be based on physical and area characteristics, the 
nearest important city or town, or a historical characteristic 
related to the area. 

After studying the list of cemeteries in the National 
Cemetery System, I notice that each is named after a city, 
region, or other geographical reference. The only exception I 
find is the Zachary Taylor National Cemetery in Kentucky. 

This is understandable, however, because President Taylor is 
buried in this cemetery. 

I expressed my concerns and questions about the naming of 
this cemetery to Mr. West by letter. The response I received 
from Mr. Rapp on behalf of Mr. West does not address the 
points I raised in my letter. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
submit my letter to Secretary West, as well as the response I 
received from Mr. Rapp, for the record. 

In summary, this situation has me very concerned about the 
new leadership at the VA. I am very worried about the lack of 
regard shown for policies, procedures, precedents, this 
Committee, and the law. 
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coMMrmEON 
AOMCUlTUIt 
COMMITTEE ON 
VETEUNS'AEFAttS 



coMMirraoN 
TKANErOKTATXm AND 
MHIACTIIOCTUItE 


CONGRESSMAN RAY LAHOOD 
IBin Dtstmct, Illinois 
April 13. 1998 


The Honorable Togo D. West Jr., Acting Secretaiy 
Depailmeni of Veterans Afiairs 
810 Vermont Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20420 

Dear Mr. Acting Secretary: 

I want to alert you of my disappointment at your recent attempt to name a yet-to- 
be constructed veterans cemetery aft» one of America's most venerated presidents, 
Abraham Lincoln. Apparently, your ofiBce unilaterally moved without any Congressional 
or Veterans’ AiSun Committee input whatsoever. Your desire for cordial relations with 
Congress and effected Memben certainly hUls short in this case. In the past, the naming 
of a Department of Veterans AAirs facility has required a Congressional Mandate or 
Executive Order. 


Also, the Illinois Congressional delegation is less than unanimous in its 
conclusions about naming this particular sHc, notwithstanding its unanimous conclusions 
on the merits of honoring Illinois' native son. I ask that you reconsider your decision and 
let Congress, and the Illinob delegation, decide the appropriate way to honor our 
sixteenth president 

My office had no advance notice of your intentions. I was told that an "advisory 
committee" had agreed to name the site. I would appreciate if you would answer the 
following questions concerning this '’advisory committee." 


1. Was this committee chartered inder the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act? 

2. From where did the aathority derive? 

3. With whom did they agree? 

4. Were all affected partiet allowad/lavitsd to address the "advisory 
comaalttae”? 

5. Why Tvas my office hot notified of the "advisory committee” 
meeting, and why wasn't I, or ray representative, allowed to address 
the "advisory committee"? 
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The Honorable Togo D. West Jr. 


I am writing to request a detailed explanation of the authority under which you 
have to name VA facilities. It is still uiKlear to me how you came to the conclusion that 
you possess this authority. My reading of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs authority 
under Title 38 of the United States Code is that Congress has not provided the Secretary 
with the authority to name VA facilities, and that this is a power reserved to the Congress. 
TTie fact that no prior Secretary, or VA Administrator, has ever named a VA cemetery 
reinforces this position, as docs the VA policy sutement you Ignored in this case. 

The Illinois delegation has yet to formulate a unanimous position on die naming of 
any veterans cemetery in Illinois after Abraham Lincoln because of the historical and 
geographic significance of Camp Butler National Cemetery in Springfield, Illinois. 

Camp Butler, founded in 1862 during the Civil War, is one of the original veterans 
cemeteries established by Abraham Lincoln himself. As you know, Abraham Lincoln 
made his home in Springfield, where his remains are interred today. 


We all agree that Abraham Lincoln shwld be appropriately honored. We just 
disagree on the location. I took forward to 'jfu prompt reply. 


RHlVcag 


Rep. Bob Stump, Chairman 
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee 



Rep. Jack Quinn, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Benefits 
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Department of Veterans Affairs 

National Camatary Systam 
Washington DC 20420 


APR 2 8 1998 

The Honorable Ray LaHood 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman LaHood: 

I am responding on behalf of the Acting Secretary to your letter regarding 
the naming of the Abraham Lincoln National Cemetery. I regret the confusion 
that has been generated reganjing the naming process for this cemetery which 
will serve veterans in the three states whose borders are within the 75 mile 
service area of the cemetery. It is my hope that this letter will provide you with a 
better understanding of the process of naming nationai cemeteries. 

Since the former Veterans Administration (VA) assumed responsibiiity for 
the National Cemetery System in 1973, all 13 new VA national cemeteries have 
been named by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs or the Administrator of the 
Veterans Administration. He derives this authority from 38 C.F.R. § 1 .602(a), 
adopted in 1978, which states that The Secretary is responsible for naming 
national cemeteries." This section is in turn based on the statutory authority in 
38 U.S.C. §§ 2400<bX3) and 2404<a) which authorize the Secretary to develop 
new cemeteries and make the rules and regulations necessary to administer 
them. Most recently, the Secretary named Tahoma National Cemetery (near 
Seattle, Washington, which opened in September 1997) and Dailas-Fort Worth 
National Cemetery and Saratoga National Cemetery, both of which are currently 
under construction. It has never been previously suggested that the Secretary 
lacked the authority - or the obligation - to discharge this duty. 

VA initially postponed naming the Abraham Lincoln National Cemetery in 
anticipation of Congressional action during the 1997 session. When the 
Congress did not name the cemetery and construction began in iate 1 997, 
finding a name became urgent because national cemeteries usually are named 
before construction begins. The lack of a name prevented scheduling 
groundbreaking cerenronies, developing articles of incorporation for the veterans 
support committee, and conducting most other activities associated with a new 
cemetery. 


The new cemetery, iocated in the Chicago/Joliet area, is the largest 
cemetery construction project in the history of the Nationai Cemetery System. It 
will serve nearly one million veterans in a three-state area, the iargest population 
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The Honorable Ray LaHood 


of veterans in the Nation not cunantly served by a nearby national cemetery or a 
state veterans cemetery. It was critical to select a name that would be 
acceptable to this broad-based constituency. 

On March 4, 1998, a new regional veterans support committee met in 
Joliet. Such committees are volunteer committees formed to provide logistical 
support for the National Cenrtetery System in activities such as organizing 
veterans for the dedication of a new cemetery and observing Memorial Day, 
activities that are part of our statutory responsibility to honor deceased veterans. 
The committees also provide a local vehicle that enables us to convey to 
veterans Information concerning a new cemetery. VA does not consider such 
committees federal advisory committees within the meaning of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act because their functions are primarily operational, as 
opposed to being advisory. Accordingly, they are not chartered under that 
statute. 

Approximately 50 leaders of various veterans organizations, including the 
American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Disabled American Veterans, 
AMVETS, the Military Order of the Purple Heart, and the Italian American 
Veterans, as well as the past National Commander and the Indiarra Department 
Commander of the American Legion, attended the March meeting. The Illinois 
Association of County Veterans Service Ofncers and the Illinois Department of 
Veterans Affairs were also represented. 

At this meeting, I explained the process of naming a new national 
cemetery and solicited the participants' input. They confirmed earlier input we 
had received - Abraham Lincoln was the only name supported by all groups. All 
possible geographic names faced opposition from at least one group. Once it 
became evident that ‘Abraham Lincoln’ was a unifying name, all concerns about 
a name based on location being unacceptable to one group or another 
evaporated. Based on this input, the name satisfied the three general criteria VA 
uses in naming cemeteries: (1) helping to identify the location; (2) appealir>g 
broadly to the veteran population: and (3) conveying a positive image. With this 
Information, the Director of the National Cenrwtery System recommended, and 
the Acting Secretary approved, the name Abrahain Lincoln National Cemetery. 

I understand that you are concerned that naming the cemetery after 
Abraham Lincoln will confuse tourists about where Lincoln made his home in 
Illinois and is buried. Our experience shows, however, that those who visit 
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The Honorable Ray LaHood 


national cemeteries generally fall into two categories - those who attend patriotic 
events, such as Menrtorlal Day, Veterans Day or other such ceremonies, and 
those who are making burial plans, attending a funeral or visiting a gravesite of a 
loved one. We hope to enrich people's visits to the Abraham Lincoln National 
Cemetery by informing them of his role in establishing the Nationai Cemetery 
System and his connections to lllirrois through a display in the Visitors 
information Center. We look forward to working with you, officials from the State 
of Illinois and the Springfield Department of Tourism on this project. 

In closing, I apoiogize for the lack of coordination with your office on this 
issue. I hope you understand and appreciate our basis for rraming the cemetery. 
I am wiliing to meet with you, your personal staff, and/or committee staff to 
discuss options for enhancing visKors' knowledge of Abraham Lincoln. 

Sincerely, 

Roger R. Rapp 

Acting Director 
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Statement of the Honorable Mike Doyle [PA-18] 

Subcommittee on Benefits of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
Hearing on the National Cemetery System 

April 29, 1998 

Thank you Mr. Chainnan. I appreciate you allowing me to sit in on this hearing even though 
I'm not a member of your Subcomminee. 

The district I represent in Western Pennsylvania in Allegheny County is home to the second 
oldest population in the nation. It also happens to have one of the largest veteran populations 
in the nation. That combination of attributes makes the status and future of our nation's 
veterans cemeteries an important issue for the residents of my area. 

However, even with these demographics, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania only has two 
national veterans cemeteries - and both of them ate located on the eastern side of the state. 
Thus, I applaud the efforts of this Subcommittee on behalf of all of our nation's veterans, and 
especially those in my district, to ensure that the VA cemetery system is maintained and 
expanded so that it will be able to serve all the veterans the system was set up to honor. 

I'm also pleased that this Subcommittee is able to address the critical issue of Honor Guard 
services at military funerals. Our Government promised our veterans many benefits for their 
service to this country. And while health care benefits and educational opportunities may have 
a more direct impact on the lives of these veterans, we should not be denying them military 
honors upon their death. Just like all other VA benefits aixl services, these veterans have 
earned this benefit. 

The activities associated with these military honors are generally the last personal recognition 
our nation provides to these veterans. We must ensure that all branches of the Armed Forces 
have the resources to carry them out. I applaud my colleague Lane Evans for his work in this 
area, and I appreciate your efforts Chainnan Quinn to shed some light on the current status of 
these activities. 

Again Mr. Chairman thank you for the time. I look forward to hearing the testimony of the 
witnesses participating today. 
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Opening Remarks for Rep Frank Mascara at Veterans Affairs Subcommittee on Benefits 4/29/98 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Good morning to our three panels I look forward to hearing your 
testimony and hope it will help clarify the plans for the future of the National Cemetery System 
and the American Battle Monuments Commission 

Being from Western Pennsylvania, many of my constituents are veterans There is a lot of 
concern about whether there is enough space in the cemeteries for the large number of dedicated 
men and women, who have given many of the best years of their life for this country, after they 
die Many of these people have no other choice for burial except at a veteran’s cemetery The 
costs otherwise would be prohibitive. 

There have been many commitments made to our veterans over the years In this current climate 
of belt-tightening, I hope the promises we made to our veterans will be kept and we will not go 
back on our word. 

I understand that planning for the large number of World War II soldiers who will need the 
services of your agencies is falling behind. I do not see a problem with organizing the data and 
developing a preliminary plan Even if the funding levels are not established per se, having the 
information available could position the agency for an orderly implementation 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
HEARING ON THE NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 
APRIL 29, 1998 


Mr. Chairman, I thank you for holding this hearing today on the issue of the National Cemetery 
System and the need for additional cemeteries to serve our nation’s veterans. 

I can speak first-hand of the compelling need for new cemeteries to serve our nation’s 
veterans. In my district in California, home to tens of thousands of veterans, the nearest 
cemetery is remote and difficult to reach. California-wide, the picture is even bleaker: only 
two of the State’s six national veterans’ cemeteries are open for burials and cremations. 

Despite the clear need for sufficient burial sites for veterans, the resources have not been made 
available at the federal level to meet the demand. The Department of Veterans Affairs has no 
plans to build any additional national cemeteries in California in the near future and, until 
recently, indicated that it might discontinue fumre cemetery construction entirely. 

The local veterans community in my district has found a promising site for a new cemetery: a 
lS6-acre portion of the former Fort Ord Army facility. A veterans cemetery at that location 
would not only fit with the past mission of the property, but the land would be available at 
minimal cost. However, because the opportunity for a federal cemetery at the site is remote, 
the State of California will need to provide the resources for cemetery construction. 

Thus, while I am glad to hear of the VA's commitment to continue construction of national 
cemeteries after the year 2000, I am especially supportive of their efforts to expand the State 
Cemetery Grants Program - specifically, their proposal to allow the program to pay for 100% 
of the costs of veterans’ cemetery construction. 

It is now up to Congress to enact the necessary legislation to fulfil this proposed expansion. I 
hope today’s hearing will ease fears that such an expansion would contribute to the replacement 
of the National Cemetery Program with the VA State Cemetery Grants Program. I hope we can 
move forward and, together with the VA, expand the federal resources available to address the 
growing problem of insufficient cemetery space for veterans. 

1 appreciate the Chairman’s suppon for, and efforts on behalf of, American veterans, and look 
forward to working with him and the Subcommittee to see that the necessary legislation is 
enacted this year to expand the VA State Cemetery Grant Program. Such legislation will give 
our nation’s veterans an additional opportunity to see the construction of new cemeteries, and 
help ensure that the veterans on the Central Coast of California see their dream of a new 
cemetery at Fort Ord become a reality. 
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I appreciate the opportunity to provide wntten testimony to the House Veterans Affairs Subcommittee on 
Benefits on the National Cemetery System (NCS) and I would 
“ I f “In i hr 

As the U S. Represeniatis e of the 46*' Congressional District of Califorrua, 1 would like to voice my concerns of 
the lack of federal veteran's cemetenes in the State of California and recommend to my colleagues on this 
comminee to address this problem 

Mr Chairman, the Slate of California has over 3 million veterans which constitutes 1 1 percent of the total 
veteran population in the United States. However. Califorrua has only Qui operational cemetenes. which are 
located in Los Angeles and in the San Joaquin Valley As you can see in the matenal that I am submitting for 
the record. California is sorely lacking (he resources to support our veterans. 

In the September/October 1 997 issue of the California Legionnaire, the Amencan Legion published a 
questionnaire concerning national cemeteries and VA health care The questionnaire received overwhelming 
support from chartered veterans organizations as well as a total of 16.324 replies from California veterans. As 
you can see. there is a strong concern on the cemetery issue in our commuruties. 

Further, it is the responsibility of Congress to ensure that adequate burial space is available for all eligible 
veterans and their families who desire burial in a national or stale veterans cemetery Funding for the State 
Grant Program must be adequate to cover all state funding requests 

Citing budgetary constraints, the military services have not been providing honor guards for veterans' funerals, 
beyond a singe representative of the [>oD who presents a flag to the deceased veteran's fanuly on b^alf of the 
government This denial of appropnate honon is particulary shameful dunng this time when so many WWII 
veterans are being buned in national cemeteries 

Mr Chairman, il is my hope dial the Committee seriously address the lack of national veterans cemetenes for 
the Stale of California. As a nation, we collectively remember these men and women Famous or obscure, 
recruit or five>star general, these veterans gave themselves to protect the ideals of liberty They earned the 
appreciation and respect not only of their friends and families, but of America and her allies National 
cemetenes are endunng testimoruals to that appreciation 


Ver^ruK vour^ 

f/x>xtx\A Sanchez Cj 
Member of Congress 


CC: Ranking Member. U.S. Representative Bob Filner (D^a.) 
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February 6, 1998 


Carl D Commentator 
Chief Counsel end Staff Director 
Committee on Veterans Affairs 
United States House of Representatives 
335 Cannon House Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Commentator. 

We wish to make you aware of the cntical need for a national cemetery In Califomia 
Enclosed Is an article on natioruil cemeteries which was published in the Califomia 
Legionnaire two editions ago. Included is a map that depicts the national cemeteries 
in Califomia and the availability of national cemetery resources to the three million 
veterans that reside in the State of Califomia. The American Legion, Department of 
Califomia recently conducted a survey asking these simple yes or no questions; 

• Do you think the VA should build more natiortal cemeteries in Califomia? 

• Do you think that the VA should walk arayfrixn its lesponsibility for the national 
cemeteries? 

« Do you think the State of Califomia should build and rraintain state veterans 
cemeteries? 

• Are you, as a taxpayer, Mlling to pay for the state veterarts cemeteries? 

One additional question dealt with the issue of The American Legion's G.t. BiK of 
HeeOh: 

• If VA health care was available to all hcmorably discharged veterarte and their 
families, would you participate In the G.I. BK of HeaKtff 

Much to our surprise, the response to the survey was astounding. We are going to 
make these results available to all of the members of the California Delegation, to the 
United States Congress, our State Legislature and, of course, you wsll be on our 
mailing list. During our visit to Washington, D.C. last foil, we spoke twerrty-eight 
representatives and both senators, and fourrd that the support for a rrational cemetery 
wes favorable on both sides of the aisle. 
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In California, we have a very deep concern over the inadequate number of national 
cemeteries because, as you viill see on the enclosed map, there Is nothing available 
in the northern part of the state. Several years ago, the VA put together w4wt was 
commonly referred to as the ‘Big Ten* listing of cemeteries. Recently, it was learned 
that the VA does not plan to build any imre cemeteries other than the first five on the 
list, then revisit the project in three years. Interestingly enough, the Sacramento area, 
w^iere there is a defirrite requirement, is listed as number six. I was wmdering if there 
vmuld be any chance of pu^ng Callfomia up on the list of priorities? 

Additionally, ^ile I was attending a legislative roundtable discussion there was 
merttion made of $680,000 being set aside for California State Veterans Cemetery 
maintenance. Is this for the Yountville Cemetery? Perhaps it is rumor, or could these 
funds be possibly earmarked for maintaining California State Veterans Homes? 

On a final note, I have some questions on VA health care for northern Califomia. On 
September 11, 1997, Dr Kenneth Kizer, Undersecretary for Health Care, Department 
of Veterans Affairs sent Corigressman Stump a letter outlining their health care 
assessment for the veteran’s needs in rxxthem California. In that oorTBspondence, 
they indicated they would construct a new VA outpatient dinic at Travis Air F orce Base. 
On November 17, 1997, 1 addressed correspondence to the acting director of ViSN 21 
asking several basic questions. 

Realizirrg that the outpatient dinic at Travis has been previously authorized by law, we 
raised the question, ‘what are the VISN 21 plans for establishing an outpatient dinic 
and the hurKfrad bed fadlity at Travis Air Force Base? When wmuld the project be 
started ar>d when Mxjid tt be completed?* The response from the adirrg VISN director 
was rx>t really acceptable The VA indicated that the authorizing legislation contained 
funds for construction, but there was no support for equipment supplies, personnel, 
operation or start-up costs. They are rww reviewing tha resources i^in that netvmrk 
to determine the size arxj scope of a dinic at Travis. I get the feeling that they are 
dowrvplayir^ this and may be seeking other alternatives, not necessarily those that 
have been marxfated by Congress 

Your time arxf attention in addressing these questions is greatly appreciated. If there is 
anything you need from California, please do not hesitate to contad us. 

Sirx»rely, 


Leo P. Burke, Vice-Chairman 
National Legislative Commission 
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copy; C. Pesso, Chairman National Lagialative Commission of The American Legion 
S. Robertson, Director, Lef^staUve AfMrs of The American Legion 
C. Williams, Director, National VA&R Commission of The American Legion 
F. Larson, Commander, The American Legion, Department of California 

S. Standard, National Executive Committeeman, Department of Callfdmia 

B. Thiesen, Past National Com ma nder of The American Legion 

C. Allemam, Adjutard. The American Legion, Department of California 

T. Tracy. Seivice Offi^, The Amencan Legion, Department t>f Califbmia 
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National Cemeteries For California 

Yes or No? 

By Leo P Burlte 

Many nf you wW recall at the 78th Annual ConvanDcn of the Oapartmant of 
CaDfbmia in Santa Clara, a re ediit loo waa pwd ataSng a naod for a n a Sona l 
c e n iatar y in northern Califamia. At the 79th Annual Convention of the Oapartmant 
of Califomia, heM in Long Beach, a aimiter raaohition waa paaaad aiao atahng a 
rac|uiramant for the eapanaion of the San Diego National Oemetary in aoulham 
Califomia. 


Four yaara ago, the Oapartmant of Vatarana Affaira came forward with the *'Big 
Ten”, a net of cametariae that they ware plannirtg to buHd thro u ghout the Unitad 
Stataa. RaoanMy In Waah lngtonD.C.,Kwaac iac oaarad that the National Camatary 
Syatam waa golitg to buRd only flva ofthcaa tan and try to encour a ge indhddual 
atataa to build ”atale" veterarta camatariaa. Aa a matter or record, the abdh 
oamataiyintha BigTanpropoeal waeIntobaInthaS acra nianl o araaof Canfomia. 
Now wa find out that the VA will not buHd - or even took at buildbig - any 
camatariaa for the next three yearn. 


Thiaia an iaaue of cortcam to all vatarana in Cafifomia. The question that haa bean 
aakad la. "How can the VA and the Congra aa turn their bacfca on over three mfitlon 
vatarana living in the State of CaHfbmiaT and 'Who is to blame* the VA or the 
CungreeaT*. And ifa interesting because each body points its finger at the other. 

To darMV matters, the Congress baai oa Wy funds issuas and p riorit i a a that are 
pointed out by the VA and it is obvious that the VA priorit i a a donTt include 
Califomia. Whan a VA official waa aakad afacwt more national cama t aria a in 
Cafifomia, the r e ap ot r ea was that thars are soma states that dent have any VA 
oemateriee. But I wraddfika to note that many stataa doitt have a 3 mllion veteran 
population, which equates to over 12 per c ent of tho veteran population in the 
Unitad States. 
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GRASSROOTS ADVOCACY FOR 
NATIONAL VETERANS CEMETERIES 


m 1862. President Lincoln signed into law legntation authorizing establlahment of national 
cemeleries '...for the soldiers Mho shall die In the service of the country.* The first 14 natiortal 
oatneleries w«re established that year and were the beginning of what has beoorne the National 
Cemetary System 

After the Civil War, soarch and recovery teams visited hundreds of battlefields, churchyards, 
plantations and other locations where hasty wartime burials had been made. By 1870, the 
remains of airrmst 300,000 Civil War dead were reintened in 73 national oemateries. 

The National Cemetery System has undergone many changes sktoe its irtoeptlon. In 1873, 
Ccngraes extended the ri{^ of burial In a national cemetery to all honorably discharged Union 
vetsrarrs of the Civil War. By a 1933 Executive Order, certain national cemeteries were 
transfer re d from the War Oeparlment (now OefMtrtment of the Army) to the NaHortal Parti 
Service of the Depar tm e nt of the Interior. In June 1873, 82 other natiot^ cemeteries came Into 
the jurisdiction of the Oepartment of Veterans Affairs (VA). This combirted the 82 cemeteries 
with 21 cemeteries airecKly under VA juisdlctian. Since ihen, there have been 13 new 
cemeteries, bringino the total of cemeteries administered by the Nabonal Cemetery System to 
115. The DepertmerTt of the Army still administBrs 2 natiortai oemateries, including Arlington 
National Cemetery, and the Department irf the Interior administers 14, bringing the total of 
national cemeteries to 131. 


In 1978, Congress established the State Cemetery Grants Program wMch Is adminisiered by 
the National Cemetery System to aid states in the estabttshmerrt, wgwnsion and improvement 
of velerens cemeteries. The State Cemetery Grants Program complements the Notional 
Cemetary System by providing gravesites for veterans in those arses not adequat e ly served by 
rational cemeteries. State cemeteries enhance VA's ability to meet the burial needs of 
America's veterans. This imposes an unfair tax burden on the citizerts of the participating 
stales because the VA ortly subsidizes, at this time, 50% of the construction costs, although 
they are proposing 100% subsidy in their 1989 budget sUbmisaion to Congress. Two states 
have alre^ turned back their state cemetery to the VA because there were rx> stats monies to 
continue the operations (Maryland and Arizona). 

Callfomla has over 3 million veterans, which constitutes roughly 11% of the total veteran 
population in the Untied States. As you can see in the graphic, there are very few rtational 
cemetery resources to support Califomla veterans. In the SeptemberfOctobor 1997 issue of 
the CalHbmia Legionrtaire. the American Legion pubNshed a questionnaire concerning nationai 
osmetsries artd VA health care. We requested a reaporwe from Legionnaires and Auxiliary 
members. The response went beyond the American Legion family; we received support from 
members of American Veterans (AMVETS), Disabled American Veterans (DAV), Veterans of 
Foreign Wars (VFW), and other chartered veterans organizations as wen as numerous 
responses from veterans who were not affiliated vdth any veterans orgarrizadon. A total of 
16,324 replies Indicates a oonoom of veterans on the cemetery issue In California. As you can 
see depicted on the graphic, Califomla only has 2 operational cemeteries, which are located in 
southern Califomia and in central CalifonDia. There Is a real need for natiorwl cemeteries in the 
northern part of the stale and in the San Diego area. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN R. VITIKACS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
NATIONAL VETERANS AFFAIRS AND REHABILITATION COMMISSION 
THE AMERICAN LEQION 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ON 

NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM AND 
THE AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

APRIL 29. 1998 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee; 

The American Legion appreciates the opportunitv to comment on the 
performance of the National Cemetery System (NCS). We value the efforts of the 
Subcommittee to assure high standards for the operations of what many 
Americans believe are national shrines, this itation's 115 national cemeteries. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Cemetery System must carry out its mission in 
an exemplary manner because the American people expect nothing less. In 
communities across the nation, citizens respect and honor the memories of service 
members who are buried in national, state, and private cemeteries. There are few 
better ways to honor the heritage of this great nation than to provide space and 
dignified burials for former members of the Armed Forces. 

The American Legion commends the NCS staff for the skillful leadership and 
sound judgment exercised in directing national cemetery operations. Over the past 
five years, the former NCS Director, the Honorable Jerry Bowen, carried out the 
responsibilities of that office in an extremely proficient and effective manner. 
During the period 1992-2000, six new national cemeteries end several new state 
veterans' cemeteries will be added to the inventory of available burial sites. Still, 
the strategic planning process for the future burial options of eligible veterans and 
their survivors is not yet complete. 

Data provided by the NCS indicates that approximately 10 percent of eligible 
veterans are buried In national cemetaries. It is safe to assume that a measurable 
percentage of veterans who ara buried in private cemeteries choose that option 
because there was no national cemetery available within a reasonable distance of 
the place of residence of the family of the deceased service member. Had there 
been an adequately developed national cemetery system, we are confident that a 
far greater percentage of national cemetery burials would occur. 

The strategy currently engaged by the NCS to provide for the burial of 
America's veterans and eligible dependents is to establish new national cemeteries 
where necessary, extend the life of existing cemeteries, and encourage states to 
build veterans' cemeteries. While this may appear to be a comprehensive 
strategy, it does not extend practical burial options to millions of eligible veterans. 

In addition to the three-part NCS strategy, it is the view of The American 
Legion that Congress should restore and increase the burial allowance for all 
veterans whose only practical option is burial in a private cemetery. Until 1981, 
this benefit was available to all eligible veterans. The American Legion also 
encourages the restoration of the pre-1990 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
burial benefits to provide eligibility for a government furnished headstone 
allowance and to restore and increase the plot allowance. These benefits were 
eliminated by Congress in response to budgetary pressures to reduce federal 
spending. In the lottg-run, these benefits may be more cost-effective than 
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building, operating and maintaining the many new veterans' cemeteries needed 
throughout the nation. 

The American Legion believes Congress should examine the cost- 
effectiveness of restoring the burial, plot and headstone allowance benefits to all 
eligible veterans. To our knowledge there have been no studies conducted to 
provide a cost-beneftt analysis on the merits of the reinstatement of certain burial 
benefits. Additionally, the Federal government could study whether local 
governments are interested in establishing cost-sharing arrangements for veterans' 
burials in an area or areas of established private cemeteries by helping to furtd the 
purchase of a number of plots. 

Mr. Chairman, approximately one year ago. The American Legion voiced its 
concern about an Administration proposal to essentially turned over the future 
construction of veterans' cemeteries to the states. According to the proposal, 
after the funding and activation of the national cenoeteries now being planned, VA 
would no longer request funding for new national cemeteries. Instead, VA 
proposed to increase funding from SO to 100 percent of the construction costs of 
state veterans' cemeteries, and provide 100 percent of the initial equipment cost. 
The states would continue paying all costs related to cemetery operations. 

The American Legion has no objection to VA becoming more Involved with 
the State Cemetery Grants Program. However, we believe Congress must view 
the proposal with significant concern. The suggested policy change would do 
away with the long-standing commitment of the Federal government to provide for 
the burial needs of veterans and their dependants. Placing a greater reliance on an 
individual state to demographically determine the burial needs of veterans and their 
eligible dependents represents a serious rescission of Federal responsibility. 

Since the initial declaration of the recommended policy shift in early 1997, 
the National Cemetery System modified the proposal. Now, the national cemetery 
construction policy is to continue to evaluate activating other new national 
cemetery sites based on veteran demographics. Also, the state veterans' 
cemeteries will continue to compliment and not replace VA's netional cemeteries. 

Now that VA's national cemetery construction policy is clarified, the issue 
of developing a long-range strategic plan for future cemetery development rerrrains 
unsettled. Beyond the construction and activation of new national cemeteries in 
Albany, NY; Chicago, IL; Dallas, TX; and Cleveland, OH, by the year 2000, no 
further long-range strategic plan is endorsed. The American Legion is highly 
disappointed that Fiscal Year 1998 funding for a proposed new national cemetery 
near Oklahoma City, OK, was vetoed. Veterans deserve to know how VA intends 
to address future veterans' burial needs In Oklahoma and in other important 
geographic locations. 

Mr. Chairman, a joint VA/Oepartment of Defense task force is exploring how 
military burial honors can be provided to more veterans. Approximately, 1,100 
World War II veterans die every day throughout the nation. In addition to other 
veteran deaths, it is extremely challenging to provide full burial honors to all 
veterans. That being so. The American Legion endorses the concept of military 
honors and is willing to assist the task force in any manner possible. 

To summarize. The American Legion recommends that Congress study the 
value of reinstating and increasing the burial, headstone and plot allowance to all 
eligible veterans. The national and state veterans' cemeteries are in many cases a 
great distance from many communities and families, and do not afford relatives 
and friends the opportunity of graveside ceremonies and post-visitations. Also, 
the cost of burial would be less due to decreased travel time. Eliminating the 
burial and plot allowances for many veterans eliminated the option to be laid to 
rest in or near the community they established as their roots. As the World War II 
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veteran population ages, veterans of that conflict are dying at the average rate of 
1,100 per day. Mr. Chairman, it is proper to afford these individuals the full 
respect of the government they served. 

Cortcurrently, a study of potential cost-sharing arrangements between the 
VA and local communities to fund the purchase of burial plots in established 
cemeteries could afford the federal government a cost-effective alternative to 
extensive new cemetery construction. 

Lastly, The American Legion believes it is the responsibility of the federal 
government to plan, direct and provide for the burial needs of America's veterans 
and their eligible dependents. First and foremost, the responsibility for the 
construction of new national cemeteries should remain a function of VA. State 
veterans' cemeteries should remain as a complement to the National Cemetery 
System, and not become a replacement system. 

Mr, Chairman, that completes my statement. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We are pleased to be here today to discuss the National Cemetery System's (NCS) 
plans to accommodate the Increasing demand for burial benefits. NCS of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs (VA) provides interment of eligible veterairs and their families upon 
demand in national cemeteries. In fiscal year 1997, NCS provided burial benefits to about 
73,000 veterans and their family members and had an appropriation of about $77 million 
for interments and related program services.' 

With the aging of World War D veterans, the numbers of veteran deaths and 
interments performed by NCS continue to grow each year and are expected to peak 
between 2005 and 2010. NCS projects armual interments will increase over 40 percent 
between 1995 and 2010, peaking at about 107,000 in 2008. In addition, because of the 
depletion of available grave sites, over half of the national cemeteries currently are unable 
to accommodate casket burials of "first family members."* NCS projects that 15 
additional cemeteries will deplete their inventory of casket grave sites for first family 
members by 2010. Therefore, it is important that NCS articulate how it will begin to 
position itself to handle this increase in demand for burial benefits. 

My statement today will focus on NCS' plans for addressing the increasing demand 
for burial benefits and what it can do to extend the service period of existing cemeteries. 
The information in this statement is based on our September 1997 report on these topics, 
as well as recent discussions with NCS officials." 

In summary, NCS has adopted a 5-year strategic plan for fiscal years 1998 through 
2003 with the goal of ensuring that burial in a national or state veterarrs' cemetery is an 
available option for all veterans and their eligible family members. Strategies outlined in 
NCS' plan include (1) building new national cemeteries, (2) expanding existing 
cemeteries, and (3) encouraging states to provide additional burial sites through 
participation in the State Cemetery Grants Program. However, it is unclear how NCS will 


'In addition to burying eligible veterans, NCS manages three related programs: 

Headstones and Markers; Presidential Memorial Certificates; and State Cemetery Grants, 
which provides financial aid to states establishing, expanding, or improving state veterans' 
cemeteries. 

"Currently, veterans who choose casket burial are allotted one plot that can hold two 
caskets, one above the other. The first eligible family member who dies and is buried in 
such a plot, which may or may not be the veteran, is called the first family member, the 
second family member who dies and is buried in such a plot is called the subsequent 
family member. 


" National Cemetery System: Qptiottunities to Expand Cemeteries' Capacities (GAO/HEHS- 
97-192, Sept. 10, 1997). 
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address the veterans' burial demand during the peak years (2005 through 2010), when 
pressure on it will be greatest, since NCS’ strategic plan does not indicate how it will 
begin to position itself to handle the increasing demand for burial benefits. NCS officials 
told us that beyond 2003, NCS will continue using the basic strategies contained in its 
current 5-year plan. For example, NCS plans to encourage states to establish veterans' 
cemeteries in areas where it does not plan to operate national cemeteries. However, 
since the grant program's inception in 1978, fewer than half of the states have established 
veterans' cemeteries. States have also shown limited interest in a legislative proposal 
designed to increase state participation by increasing the share of federal funding. 
Although we recommended in our September 1997 report that NCS address in its strategic 
plan veterans' loitg-term burial demand during the peak years, NCS officials contended 
that the strategic plan should cover only a 5year period through 2003 to conform with 
VA's strategic planning process. Given the magnitude of the projected increase in 
demand for burial benefits, we continue to believe that it is important for NCS to 
articulate to the Congress and other stakeholders how it plans to address the increasing 
demand. 

As aimual interments increase, cemeteries reach their burial capacity, thus 
increasing the importance of making the most efficient use of available cemetery space. 

To identify feasible approaches to extending the service period of existing cemeteries, we 
analyzed the impact of adding burial sites to an acre of land in an existing cemetery.* 

Our analysis of three interment options showed that columbaria offered the most efficient 
option because they would involve the lowest average interment cost and would 
significantly extend a cemetery's service period.* Moreover, while the miyority of 
veterarts and eligible family members prefer a casket burial, cremation is an acceptable 
interment option for many, and the demand for cremation, which varies by region, 
continues to increase. NCS concurred with the recommendations in our September 1997 
report to identify opporturuties to construct columbaria in existing cemeteries and to 
collect and use information on veterans' burial preferences to better plan for future burial 
needs. NCS plans to collect such data in its next Survey of Veterans around the year 
2000. 

BACKGROUND 

The Natiortal Cemeteries Act of 1973 (P.L 93-43) authorized NCS to bury eligible 
veterans and their family members in nabonal cemeteries. Before 1973, all national 


*We assumed an acre of land composed of parcels of land that are not contiguous. 

“The three interment options analyzed were casket burial, in-ground interment of 
cremated remains, and interment of cremated remains in columbarium niches, which are 
recessed compartments within a structure-called a columbarium-that hold cremation 
urns. 
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cemeteries were operated under the authority of the Department of the Army. However, 
P.L 93-43 shifted authority to VA for all national cemeteries except Arlington National 
Cemetery and the U.S. Soldiers' and Airmen's Home National Cemetery. 

NCS operates and maintains 115 national cemeteries located in 39 states and 
Puerto Rico. NCS offers veterans and their eligible family members the options of casket 
interment and interment of cremated remaiits in the ground (at most cemeteries) or in 
columbaria niches (at nine cemeteries). NCS determines the number and type of 
interment options available at each of its national cemeteries. The standard size of casket 
grave sites, the most common burial choice, is 5 feet by 10 feet, and the grave sites are 
prepared to accommodate two caskets stacked one on top of the other. A standard in- 
ground cremains site is 3 feet by 3 feet and can generally accommodate one or two urns. 
The standard columbarium niche used in national cemeteries is 10 inches wide, 15 inches 
high, and 20 inches deep. Niches are generally arrayed side by side, four units high, and 
can hold two or more urns, depending on um size. 

In addition to burying eligible veterans and their families, NCS manages the State 
Cemetery Grants Program, which provides aid to states in establishing, expanding, or 
improving state veterans' cemeteries. State veterans' cemeteries supplement the burial 
service provided by NCS. The cemeteries are operated and permanently maintained by 
the states. A State Cemetery grant may not exceed 50 percent of the total value of the 
land and the cost of improvements. The remaining amount must be contributed by the 
state. The State Cemetery Grants Program funded the establishment of 28 veterans' 
cemeteries, including 3 cemeteries currently under development, located in 21 states, 
Saipan, and Guam. The program has also provided grants to state veterans' cemeteries 
for expattsion and improvement efforts. 

NCS HAS STRATEGIC PUN JQB ADDfiESSING 
BURIAL DEMAND. BUT PLANS BEYOND 2003 
ARE UNCLEAR 

As the veteran population ages, NCS projects the demand for burial benefits to 
increase. NCS has a strategic plan for addressing the demand for veterans's burials up to 
fiscal year 2003, but the plan does not address longer term burial needs-that is, the 
demand for benefits during the expected peak years of veteran deaths, when pressure on 
the system will be greatest Beyond the year 2003, NCS officials said they will continue 
using the basic strategies contained in the current 5-year plan. 

Five-Year Plan Has Multiple Strategies 

According to its 5-year strategic plan (1998-2003), one of NCS' primary goals is to 
ensure that burial in an open national or state veterans' cemetery Is an available option 
for all eligible veterans and their family members. The plan sets forth three specific 
strategies for achieving this goal. First, NCS plans to build, when feasible, new national 
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cemeteries. NCS is in various stages of establishing four new national cemeteries and 
projects that all will be operational by the year 2000.‘ 

A second strategy for addressing the demand for veteran burials is through 
expansion of existing cemeteries. NCS plans to complete construction in order to make 
additional grave sites or columbaria available for burials at 24 national cemeteries. NCS 
also plans to acquire land needed for cemeteries to continue to provide service at 10 
cemeteries. 

Third, NCS plans to encourage states to provide additional grave sites for veterans 
through participation in the State Cemetery Grants Program. According to the plan, NCS 
plans to increase the number of veterans served by a state veterans' cemetery by 35,000 
per year beginning in fiscal year 1998.^ Also, NCS is in the early stages of developing 
information designed to assist states in the establishment of a state veterarts' cemetery. 

Despite NCS plans to ensure that burial in a national or state veterans' cemetery is 
an available option, officials acknowledge that large numbers of veterarts do not have 
access to a veterans' cemetery within a reasonable distance of their place of residence.' 
For example, NCS estimated that of the approximately 26 million veterans in 1996, about 
9 million (35 percent) did not have reasonable access to a national or state veterarts' 
cemetery. According to NCS officials, the mtuority of areas not served were mgjor 
metropolitan regions with a high concentration of veterans. With the completion of the 
four new cemeteries, NCS officials estimate that the percentage of veterans who will have 
reasonable access to a veterans' cemetery will increase fi'om about 65 percent in fiscal 
year 1996 to about 80 percent in fiscal year 2003. However, NCS is unable to specify the 
extent to which veterarrs will have access to a national or state veterans' cemetery during 
the peak years. NCS' estimates of the percentage of veterans who will have access to a 
veterans' cemetery stop at the year 2003. 

NCS Plans to Address 
Burial Demand Bevond the 
Year 2003 Are Unclear 

Although NCS has a 5-year strategic plan for addressing the demand for veterans' 
burials during fiscal years 19^ through 2003, plans to address the demand beyond 2003 


‘New national cemeteries will be located in or near Albany, New York; Chicago, Illinois; 
Cleveland, Ohio; and Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas. 

’in November 1997, New Hampshire opetted a state veterans' cemetery that is expected to 
serve about 131,000 veterans. 

'According to NCS, a national or state veterans' cemetery within 75 miles of a veteran's 
place of residence would provide reasonable access. 
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are unclear. For example, NCS' strategic plan does not articulate how NCS will mitigate 
the effects of the increasing demand for burial services. According to NCS' Chief of 
Plaiuiing, although its strategic plan does not address long-term burial needs, NCS is 
always looking for opportunities to acquire land to extend the service period of national 
cemeteries. Also, to help address long-range issues, NCS compiles key information, such 
as mortality rates, number of projected interments and cemetery closures, locations most 
in need of veterans' cemeteries, and cemetery-specific burial layout plans. 

In addition, NCS officials pointed out that the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993 (the Results Act) requires a strategic plan to cover a 5-year period.' 
However, the Results Act requires that an agency prepare a strategic plan that covers at 
least a 5-year period and allows an agency to articulate how it plans to address future 
goals. For example, the National Aeroiuiutics and Space Admirustration's plan articulates 
a "strategic roadmap’ that outlines agencywide goals. This roadmap lists separate goals 
for near-, mid-, and long-term time periods over the next 25 years and beyond. The 
Environmental Protection Agency’s plan also articulates goals that ate not bound by the 5- 
year time period. For example, it includes an objective to reduce toxic air emissions by 
75 percent in 2010 fiom 1993 levels. Although NCS projects aimual interments to increase 
about 42 percent from 73,000 in 1995 to 104,000 in 2010, peaking at 107,000 in 2008, its 
strategic plan does not indicate how the agency will begin to position itself to handle this 
increase in demand for burial benefits. We believe that, given the magnitude of the 
projected increase in demand for burial benefits, NCS' strategic plan should discuss how 
its current strategies will be acfjusted to address the demand during the peak years of 
veterans' deaths. 

While NCS' strategic plan does not address veterans' burial demand beyond the 
year 2003, NCS officials said they will continue using the basic strategies contained in the 
current 5-year plan. For example, NCS platrs to enhance its relationship with states to 
establish state veterans' cemeteries through the State Cemetery Grants Program. 

According to NCS' Chief of Planning, NCS will encourage states to locate cemeteries in 
areas where it does not plan to operate and maintain national cemeteries. Since the State 
Cemetery Grants Program's inception in 1978, fewer than half of the states have 
established veterans' cemeteries, primarily because, according to NCS officials, states 
must provide up to half of the funds needed to establish, expand, or improve a cemetery 
as well as pay for all equipment and annual operating costs. Furthermore, the Director 
of the State Cemetery Grants Program told us that few states, especially those with large 


^e Results Act requires agencies to clearly define their missions, set goals, measure 
performance, and report on their accomplishments. 

"’NCS officials told us the costs of state veterans' cemeteries range from about $125,000 
to over $11 million, depending on size and location. NCS could not provide an estimate 
of the range of operating costs of state veterans' cemeteries. 
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veteran populations, have shown interest in legislation that VA proposed in its 1998 and 
1999 budget submission in order to increase state participation. This proposed legislation 
would increase the federal share of construction costs from 50 to 100 percent and permit 
federal funding for up to 100 percent of initial equipment costs. In fact, according to the 
Director, state veterans' affairs officials said they would rather have funding for operating 
costs than for construction. 

NCS officials told us they will continue to evaluate locations for additional national 
cemeteries in the future, based on demographic needs. However, according to NCS 
officials, VA currently has no plans to request construction funds for more than the four 
new cemeteries, which will be completed by the year 2000. Officials said that even with 
the new cemeteries, interment in a national or state veterans' cemetery will not be 
'readily accessible' to all eligible veterans and their family members. According to NCS 
officials, the mqjority of areas not served will be mqjor metropolitan areas with high 
concentrations of veterans, such as Atlanta, Georgia; Detroit, Michigan; and Miami, 

Florida. 

COLUMBARIUM OPTION OFTERS OPPORTUNITY 
FOR EXTENDING SERVICE PERIOD 
OF EXISTING CEMETERIES 

As existing national cemeteries reach their capacity, columbarium interment offers 
the most efficient option for extending cemetery service periods. We developed a model 
to analyze the cost of three interment options on the basis of the cost of developing a 
total of 1 acre of land, composed of noncontiguous parcels of land, in a cemetery nearing 
its limit of available casket grave sites." Hie analysis showed that the average burial cost 
would be lowest using columbarium interment For example, the average columbarium 
interment cost would be about $280, compared with about $345 for in-ground cremains 
burial and about $655 for casket burial. Our analysis also showed that the service 
delivery period would be extended the most using columbarium interment For example, 
using columbarium interment in a total of 1 acre of land could extend the service delivery 
period by about 50 years, while in-ground cremaiits interment would extend the service 
period about 3 years and casket burials about half a year." 


"We calculated the average cost per burial in present value terms. "Present value' is 
defined as the current worth of money expect^ to be spent at a future date. See app. I 
of our report entitled National Cemetery System: Orinortunities to Expand Cemeteries' 
Capacities (GAO/HEHS-97-192, Sept 10, 1997) for a detailed discussion of the 
methodology and data used in the cost analysis. 

"NCS concurred with the recommendation in our September 1997 report to identify 
opportunities to construct columbaria in existing cemeteries for the purpose of increasing 
burial capacity and extending the cemeteries' service periods. 
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While historical data imply that the mtuority of veterans and eligible dependents 
prefer a casket burial, NCS national data show that the demand for cremation at national 
cemeteries is increasing.'^ For example, veterans choosing cremation increased about 50 
percent between 1990 and 1996, and NCS officials expect demand for cremation to 
continue to increase in the hiture.'^ The incidence of cremation also continues to 
increase in the general populalion. The Cremation Association of North America projects 
that cremation will account for about 40 percent of all burials by 2010. 

CONCLUSION 

Long-range planning is crucial to addressing veterans' burial needs during the peak 
years and beyond. Although NCS projects annual interments will increase over 40 
percent between 1995 and 2010, NCS' current strategic plan does not indicate how it will 
begin to position itself to handle this increase in demand for burial benefits. Given the 
magnitude of this projected change, we continue to believe that NCS' plan should 
articulate how its strategies, goals, and objectives will address veterans' burial needs 
during the peak years, when the demand for burial benefits will be greatest While the 
veteran population is entering its peak years of need, many national cemeteries are 
depleting their inventoiy of available grave sites. As a result, additional burial sites are 
needed to help meet future burial demand. In some cases, state veterans' cemeteries 
could reduce the negative impact of the loss of burial spaces fiom a national cemetery. 
However, fewer than half of the states have established veterans' cemeteries, and states 
have shown limited interest in a legislative proposal designed to increase state 
participation by increasing the share of federal funding. Therefore, NCS needs to rely 
more on extending the service periods of its existing cemeteries. Columbaria can more 
efficiently utilize available cemetery land at a lower average interment cost than the other 
interment options and can also extend the service period of existing national cemeteries. 
Using columbaria also adds to veterans' choice of services and recognizes current burial 
trends. While we recognize that cremation may not be the preferred interment option for 
many veterans, identifying veteraits' burial preferences, as NCS plans to do, would enable 
it to better manage limited cemetery resources and more efficiently meet veterans' burial 
needs. 


”NCS concurred with the recommendation in our September 1997 report that addibonal 
data on veterans' preferences would assist them in developing plans to provide burial 
options. NCS officials told us they plan to include questions pertaining to personal burial 
preferences in NCS' next Survey of Veterans, which is planned around the year 2000. 

"According to NCS officials, this percentage may be inflated because some cemeteries 
offer only cremation interments. 
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Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement I will be glad to answer any 
questions you or Members of the Subcommittee may have. 


(105766) 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We are pleased to discuss our recent audit reports on the American Battle Monuments 
Commission's (ABMC) fiscal year 1997 financial statements.' Our testimony will cover 
three areas. First, we will describe legislative initiatives over the past several years to 
improve financial management across the federal government, and how requirements for 
ABMC to produce audited financial statements fit into that larger context. Second, we 
will discuss our audit reports on ABMC’s financial statements and suggestions for 
improving ABMC's operations. Third, we will share our ideas for further enhancing 
ABMC's accountability. 

LEGISLATIVE INITTATIVES TO 
IMPROVE RNANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

The Chief Financial Officers (CFO) Act of 1990, as expanded by the Government 
Management Reform Act of 1994, requires m^or departments and agencies to annually 
produce agencywide financial statements, and, beginiting with fiscal year 1997, for the 
Secretary of the Treasury, in cooperation with the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget (0MB), to annually prepare consolidated financial statements for the entire 
government Inspectors general at the mtOor departments and agencies are responsible 
for aiuiually auditing their respective departments' and agencies' financial statements, and 
we are responsible for auditing the consolidated financial statements.^ 

The three principals concerned with overall financial management in the federal 
government (the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of 0MB, and the Comptroller 
General) established the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) in 1990 
to develop and recommend federal financial accounting standards to be used in preparing 
federal financial statements. FASAB completed work on the basic standards in 1996, with 
some initially going into effect in fiscal year 1998. 


'Financial Audit: American Battle Monuments Commission s Financial Statements for 
Fiscal Year 1997 (GAO/AIMD-98-81, February 27, 1998); Management Letter American 
Battle Monuments Commission's Financial Statement Audit for Fiscal Year 1997 
(GAO/AIMD-98-130R, April 28, 1998); and American Battle Monuments Commission: 

World War B Memorial Fund Audit for Fiscal Year 1997 (GAO/AIMD-98-129R, April 28, 
1998). 

*rhe mruority of federal departments and agencies were unable to obtain unqualified 
opiitions on their financial statements in the first year that they were audited. Since then, 
several of the departments and agencies have made significant progress and have now 
obtained unqualified opinions. 
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The legislative initiatives were designed to subject the federal government to the same 
fiscal discipline imposed for years on the private sector and state and local governments 
and to provide the Congress, agency officials, and others with reliable information 
through audited financial statements. Financial audits determine the reliability of the 
financial information reported, provide information on the adequacy of systems and 
controls used to ensure accurate financial reports and safeguard assets, and report on 
agencies' compliance with laws and regulations. 

Section 602 (b) of the Veterara' Benefits Improvements Act of 1996“ requires that ABMC 
prepare agencywide fiirancial statements begiiming with those for fiscal year 1997, and 
that we audit the statements. ABMC is required to submit its financial statements to the 
House and Senate Committees on Veterans' Affairs by March 1 of each year, begiiming in 
1998. Section 602 (b) provides that ABMC's financial statements be consistent with the 
requirements of the expanded CFO Act, and helps to put ABMC's financial reporting on a 
par with mqjor federal departments and agencies. Accordingly, the requirements are 
designed to institutionalize accountability over ABMC's financial operations, and should 
also help facilitate the inclusion of ABMC's financial results in the consolidated financial 
statements of the United States government 

AUDIT OF ABMC'S FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

To help fulfill our audit responsibilities for fiscal year 1997, we contracted with KPMG 
Peat Marwick LLP (KPMG), an independent certified public accounting firm, to perform a 
financial statement audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards,* 0MB requirements,* and GAO's Financial Audit Manual . We evaluated the 
nature, timing, and extent of the work; monitored progress throughout the audit; reviewed 
KPMG's workpapers; met with KPMG partners and staff members and evaluated their key 
judgments: met with officials of ABMC; performed independent tests of the accounting 
records; and performed other procedures we deemed appropriate in the circumstances. 

We concur with KPMG's report, which indicated that (1) ABMC's balance sheet was 
reliable in all material respects, (2) ABMC's assertions regarding the effectiveness of its 
internal controls were fairly stated, and (3) no reportable instances of noncompliance 
with laws and regulations were found. T^e scope of KPMG's work was not intended to 
express an opinion on the rest of ABMC's financial statements (statement of net cost and 
changes in net position, statement of budgetary resources, and statement of financing) 


“PubUc Uw 104-275. 

*The standards pertain to auditors' professional qualifications, the quality of audit effort, 
and the characteristics of professional and meaningful audit reports. 

*OMB requirements are contained in 0MB Bulletin 93-06, as amended. Audit Renuirements 
for Federal Financial Assistance . 
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because (1) fiscal year 1997 was the first year that ABMC was required to prepare 
agencywide statements and have them audited and (2) it was not feasible to extend audit 
procedures to audit October 1, 1996, opening balances, which would have been necessary 
to express an opinion on those statements. We expect the audit of ABMC’s 1998 financial 
statements to include opinions on all of ABMC's statements. 

It is important to note that, pursuant to a separate mandate,® we audited and reported on 
the revenues and expenditures of ABMC's World War D memorial fund for fiscal year 
1997. Our audit did not disclose any reportable conditions regarding ABMC's accounting 
for the fimd. 

Suggestions for Improving 
ABMC's Financial Operations 

ABMC took significant strides in fiscal year 1997 to strengthen its financial management 
and comply with the new financial requirements. For example, ABMC contracted with 
the Department of the Treasury's Financial Management Service to study ABMC's 
financial management system. As a result of that effort, ABMC plans to select a 
commercial off-the-shelf system from approved vendors on the General Services 
Administration's Financial Management Systems Software schedule. The single, 
integrated financial management system selected will replace ABMC’s current 
nonintegrated, labor-intensive systems, and is to conform to all current guidance and be 
Year 2000 compliant’ Also, ABMC was one of the first agencies in the federal 
government to comply early with federal accounting standards recommended by FASAB 
which were not effective until fiscal year 1998. 

The audit of ABMC's financial statements, however, identified four areas of weaknesses 
regarding the effectiveness of ABMC's internal controls over financial reporting. The 
weaknesses are primarily systems related and are intended to be resolved through 
ABMC's selection and implementation of a new financial management system. For 
example, a new system, if properly selected and implemented, should allow ABMC to 
accurately record obligations prior to recording expenditures and improve general access 
controls over automated operations. In addition, the audit identified the need for ABMC 


‘f*ublic Law 102-414, the World War II 50th Anniversary Commemorative Coins Act 

’The Year 2000 problem is rooted in the way dates are recorded and calculated in many 
computer systems. For the past several decades, systems have typically used two digits 
to represent the year in order to conserve on electronic data storage and reduce operating 
costs. With this two-digit format, however, the year 2000 is indistinguishable from the 
year 1900. As a result, system or application programs that use dates to perform 
calculations, comparisons, or sorting may generate incorrect results when working with 
years after 1999. 
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to ensure that it has a full-time iitibrmation systems officer and that it provides adequate 
training on accounting operations. 

The audit also resulted in a number of suggestions in other less significant areas that 
ABMC officials said they would consider. For example, ABMC agreed to consider 
developing a comprehensive, current set of accounting policies and procedures to 
standardize their procedures at all locations and a formal system to account for all 
material assets as well as requiting periodic physical inventories for all ABMC locations. 

OTHER IDEAS TO ENHANCE ABMC S ACCOUNTABILITY 

Preparing agencywide financial statements and attaining an unqualified opinion on its 
balance sheet are significant milestones for ABMC in institutionalizing sound financial 
management and organizational accountability. In that regard, we offer two suggestions 
for using the audited financial statements to further enhance ABMC's accountability. 

First, we suggest that ABMC include its audited financial statements in its annual report. 
ABMC's 1997 annual report included a brief section summarizing the results of its 1^7 
financial statement audit, but did not include either the statements or the auditor's report 
in the armual report, thus causing the public and the Congress to have to identify and 
obtain separate documents in order to review ABMC's financial operations. In this 
regard, under authority provided in the Government Management Reform Act of 1994, 
0MB instituted a pilot project whereby, for fiscal year 1997, 12 agencies produced an 
accountability report linking together information previously contained in separate 
reports. These accountability reports, which included the agencies' audited financial 
statements, provided consolidated analyses of both financial and performance 
management data. 

Second, we suggest that ABMC have a separate column in all its financial statements for 
the World War II memorial fund. ABMC's 1997 financial statements combined that fund 
with its other trust funds in all of its financial statements, except for the statement of net 
cost and changes in net position, which had a separate column for the fund. ABMC's goal 
is to raise $100 million in donations from individuals, corporations, and foundations, and 
the fund's activity is already larger than the other current trust funds combined. ABMC 
would be in a better position to demonstrate its fmancial stewardship over the World War 
n memorial fund if it separately accounted for the fund in all of its agencywide financial 
statements. 
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Mr. Chairtnan, this concludes my statement. I would be happy to respond to any 
questions that you or other members of the Subcommittee may have at this time. 


(911850) 
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Statement of 
Ms. Carolyn H. Becraft 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Personnel Support, Families And Education ) 

Before the 

Subcommittee on Benefits 
of the Committee on Veterans Affairs 
House of Representatives 
on Military Burial Honors 
April 29, 1998 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to 
address the subjeet of military burial honors. Most importantly, I want to state that the 
Department of Defense recognizes the importance of paying final tribute on behalf of a grateful 
nation to honor those who have served our country. It is Department of Defense policy that 
every reasonable effort be made to provide funeral honors for eurrent and former members when 
requested. These are eitizens who stepped up to the challenge when their country needed them. 
We owe them a great debt of gratitude and believe that we should properly honor them when 
they pass on. This is a long-standing and proud tradition in the Armed Forces and one that we 
strongly support. 

We estimate that the Military Services provided at least 30,600 funeral honors in 1997. 

Of the 30,600 honors, about 65 percent eonsisled of funeral honor details while 35 percent 
involved a Service representative to present the flag of the United States to the families of the 
deceased veterans. This aetivity in 1997 represented a significant commitment of time and 
resources for our military commanders. 

HONORS DEHNED 

By statute, the Department of Defense may pay the necessary expenses to provide a 
presentation of a flag to the family of active duty members. Similarly, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs furnishes a flag to the families of retirees and veterans. By policy, the 
Department seeks to provide additional funeral honors. 

The traditional funeral honor components consist of pallbearers, a firing party, bugler, 
Officer-in-Charge and Chaplain. This traditionally requires a 16-member funeral detail, irut it 
can be accomplished with fewer personnel. Our policy states that active duty and Medal of 
Honor awardees receive funeral honors, if resources are available. The same honors are 
provided to retirees if resources permit. Veterans receive, at a minimum and as resources permit, 
a Service representative to present the flag to the veteran's family. When possible, commanders 
exceed the minimum requirements if they have resources available. 

CHALLENGES 

There have been substantial demographic and organizational changes over the past ten 
years that have made it an increasing challenge to provide the level of funeral honor support 
which veterans and their families expect. According to the Department of Veterans Affairs, the 
number of veteran deaths will continue to increase. As shown in Chart 1, in 1989, there were 
approximately 456,000 veteran deaths. In 1999, veteran deaths are projected to reach 561,0(X)-a 
23 percent increase. In 2008, there will be an expected 620,000 veteran deaths-a 36 percent 
increase over 1 989. 
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Projected Veteran and Retiree Deaths 


Thousands 



*1997 Active Duty Deilhs - 860 Source Depenment of Veterans AfTairs 

CSmiI 


Since 1989, the active duty force has downsized Irom 2.1 million to 1.4 million~a 33 
percent decrease; the Selected Reserve has gone from 1 .2 million to 900,000--a 25 percent 
decrease. There is, therefore, an inverse relationship between the increase in veteran deaths and 
the decrease in both active duty and Reserve force strength. A smaller and busier military force, 
combined with the increase of veteran deaths, has placed stress on the ability of the Services to 
assist with all funeral honors that are requested. Also, the number of military installations has 
decreased over the past 40 years, so that the installations have a larger geographic area of 
responsibility for funeral honors. 

INITIATIVES 

To ensure that we use all available resources as efficiently and effectively as we can to 
provide appropriate ftmeral honors, we have been working aggressively with the Department of 
Veterans Affairs on the issue of funeral honors for veterans. Through this effort, we have laid 
out a strategic plan that culminates in a joint Summit to address this important concern. 

Our plan is to involve the stakeholders in discussions concerning expectations and policy 
or program options to improve the provision of honors. In preparation for the Summit, we will 
meet with the Veterans Service Organizations and the Military Coalition to describe our current 
resource environment and hear their views concerning the provision of military burial honors in 
that environment. As we are conducting those discussions, we will also be engaged in extensive 
data collection to determine more precisely the demand for burial honors and the degree to which 
they are provided as requested under the provisions of our current policy. Information from our 
exchanges with interested organizations and from our data gathering initiative conducted over 
the next months will provide the substance for our discussions at the Summit, to be held in the 
fall. 


The Summit will examine issues, resources and options for the provision of military 
burial honors to veterans. We envision that members of Congress, as well as representatives of 
Veterans Service Organizations, would be on hand to assist in our deliberations. 

At the same time, the Military Services are examining ways to improve the delivery of 
honors. For example, the Army, which provides approximately 50 percent of all honors, has 
conducted an in-depth review of their capability to provide funeral honors. They are developing 
a plan that standardizes burial details, removes limitations on distances soldiers may travel to 
perform burial honors and promotes local partnerships with Reserve components and Veterans 
Service Organizations in conducting military funeral honors. In their efforts to enhance their 
ability to perform honors, the Air Force is conducting a pilot program in California in a high 
volume area for military funerals. The pilot program uses Air National Guard and Air Force 
Reserve personnel who are placed on active duty for a period of time to perform fimeral honors. 
The funeral honor units, composed of these Guard and Reserve personnel, conduct two to three 
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funeral honors each day. As a result, the Air Force is able to respond to more funeral honor 
requests in a high demand area. Recently, the Commandant of the Marine Coips issued a white 
letter and sent a message to all Marine units emphasizing the Marine Corps’ commitment to 
funeral support and the importance of paying final tribute to one of its own. 

We are carefully monitoring these initiatives and collecting data to determine their 
impact. We understand that these efforts will not completely solve the military funeral honor 
issue. However, they will provide us a better perspective and assist us in determining the most 
effective methods to take. 

In conclusion, we have a plan and a process to address this very important issue. 
Through creative strategies, dialogue with stakeholders and joint efforts, we believe we can 
enhance respectful military recognition at the funerals for those who loyally served our country. 
I look forward to providing you the results of our efforts. 
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STATEMENT OF ROGER R. RAPP 

ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM, 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

FOR PRESENTATION BEFORE 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS, 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

APRIL 29, 1998 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here 
today to share with you the status of operations and activities of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs (VA) National Cemetery System (NCS). Your continued support and interest in our 
national shrines is greatly appreciated. I have a brief oral statement that summarizes my full 
written statement which I submit for the record. 

STEWARDSHIP OF MR. JERRY BOWEN 

As you know, Mr. Jerry Bowen retired earlier this month as Director of the National 
Cemetery System. After five years of faithful and committed servica to our Nation's veterans, 
he returned to Arkansas. Because of his leadership, NCS is a stronger and more customer- 
focused organization. He set the example and made sure that all employees understood the 
mission and goals of NCS. During his stewardship, we have placed increased emphasis on our 
strategic planning process, implemented visitor comment cards at cemeteries, opened one new 
cemetery at Tahoma and ate progressing with four others, and reengineered the way we 
provide headstones and markers. Jerry Bowen has left us in a very strong position to continue 
to be a more effective organization. He will be greatly missed by all In the National Cemetery 
System, veterans across the country, veteran service organizations, and veterans advocates on 
Capitol Hill. 


STRATEGIC PLANNING * 

The NCS strategic plan was developed through an irrclusive planning process. NCS 
continues to refine and enhance its strategic plan, and a revised strategic plan was developed 
for the period of 1998-2003. NCS has devolved the strategic planning process to the cemetery 
level with the development of cemetery business plans at aN cemeteries. Plans linked by 
common goals and outcomes are based on identified requirements and expectations of our 
customers. NCS is a strong supporter of the development of strategic plans to fulfill the 
requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). 

Further, in the Department's strategic plan, VA has identified program evaluation as a 
cornerstone in accomplishing its mission to 'Honor, Care for and Compensate Veterans.* As 
orte of VA's ten business lines. Burial Benefits and Services will be included in the formal 
program evaluation process to revalidate program intent and ensure that outcomes and results 
can be and are evaluated. As part of this process, VA employees, the Congress, Veterans 
Service Organizations, and others will be consulted beginning in May 1998. These program 
evaluations will provide information necessary to determine the appropriate type arid level of 
NCS benefits and services for veterans in the twenty-first century. 
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PROJECTED WORKLOAD INCREASES 

Our strategic planning process gives full consideration to veteran demographic data. 
During the next decade, we face the challenge of providing for a rapidly aging veteran 
population. Annual veteran deaths are expected to Increase 14 percent from 525.200 in 1996 
to 601,200 in 2003. Based on the 1990 census, annual veteran deaths are expected to peak at 
620,000 in 2008. As the number of veteran deaths rises, NCS projects increases in the number 
of annual interments from 71,786 in 1996 to 104,900 in 2008. During this time, the total 
number of graves maintained is projected to go from 2.1 million in 1996 to 3.1 million in 2008. 

NCS maintains an extensive infrastructure associated with our 115 national cemeteries, 
many of which were established during the Civil War and are on the National Register of 
Historic Places. Maintenance and repair of our 400-plus buildings and ten thousand acres of 
land include projects to maintain and repair roads, walks, fences, gates, roofs, walls, and 
irrigation and electrical systems. The need to maintain the infrastructure is one of our greatest 
challenges, and we are committed to maintaining our cemeteries in a manner befitting national 
shrines. 

BURIAL OPTIONS FOR VETERANS - NCS’s THREE-PRONGED APPROACH 

NCS's strategic plan focuses on a three-pronged approach to meet the burial needs of 
our Nation's veterans: 1 ) opening new national cemeteries; 2) extending the service life of 
existing cemeteries by expansion, where feasible: and 3) enhancing our partnership with the 
States through the state cemetery grant program. 

STATUS OF NEW NATIONAL CEMETERIES 

I am pleased to report that VA opened one of five new national cemeteries. Tahoma 
National Cemetery, near Seattle in September 1997. We are progressing in the construction of 
new national cemeteries in Albany, Cleveland, Chicago, and Dallas/Ft. Worth. The openirrg of 
these five new VA r>atiorral cemeteries within three years will be unprecedented since the Civil 
War. 


EXPANSION OF EXISTING CEMETERIES 

Another strategy for fulfilling NCS's mission of providing burial space for veterans is to 
expand existing cemeteries by: (1) developing available land within existing cemeteries: 

(2) acquiring adjacent land: and. (3) developing additional capabilities for Interment of cremated 
remains. 

Developing Additional Burial Space Within Existing Cemeteries 

Fifty percent of NCS's 10,000 acres of land is currently undeveloped, providing the 
potential for more than 1.6 million additional gravesites. We have identified 36 projects for 
constniction within the next five years to develop this acreage and expand these cemeteries. 
Many of these projects are substantial. For example, the FY 1998 appropriations bill includes 
major gravesite development projects at Fort Sam Houston National Cemetery and at the 
National Memorial Cemetery of Arizona. 
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Acquiring Adjacent Land 

Expansion on land adjacent to existing national cemeteries is another very cost-effective 
option. Ttw supporting infrastnjcture already exists, including: staff; equipment: administration 
and maintertance buildings: and utiilties. Many of those 36 projects mentioned previousiy are 
developing iand which was acquired by donation, transfer or purchase. Within the iast five 
years (1993 to present), we have acquired nearly 200 acres adjacent to existing national 
cemeteries. Land acquisitions are cunenUy in process or being discussed at ten national 
cemeteries to ensure unintemjpted service delivery. 

Developing Additional Capabilities for the Interment of Cremated Remains 

The provision of in-ground cremation sites is an efficient use of existing lands. Also, 
construction of columbaria can be an efficient use of limited space in geographic areas where 
there is significant customer demand for cremation services. We currently have ten national 
cemeteries with established columbaria and will continue to evaluate other possible locations. 
All new cemetery construction plans provide for columbaria as a burial option, and the majority 
of NCS's gravesite expansion projects now include some provision for cremated remains. For 
instance, the recent expansion project at Houston National Cemetery included the construction 
of 5,000 columbaria niches. The new development at Willamette National Cemetery also 
included nearly 5,000 columbaria niches. 

The use of columbaria has also drawn the interest of Members of Congress. In the 
FY 1998 appropriation bHI. Congressional earmarks provided for columbaria expansion at two 
sites: (1 ) the National Memorial Cemetery of the Pacific (Punchbowl) in Hawaii: and (2) the 
National Memorial Cemetery of Arizona. In addition, the cunont FY 1999 President’s Ixidget 
request includes $6 million each for Fort Rosecrans National Cemetery and Florida National 
Cemetery columbaria projects. 

As we continue to look to the future, we are evaluating the need for columbaria projects 
at 15 cemeteries in the next five years. Although casket and in-ground cremation burials are 
preferred by most NCS customers, data show that cremation burials are becoming increasingly 
popular, and NCS will continue to consider columbaria where appropriate. However, we do not 
feel they are necessary at all existing national cemeteries. In addition, another key element in 
our planning for columbaria, as well as other cemetery development projects, is to assess if the 
burial needs of veterans are being or will be met by state veterans cemeteries. 

NCS’s PARTNERSHIP WITH STATES 

The National Cemetery System prides itself on developing a continued partnership with 
the states to provide burial services to the veterans of our Nation. The State Cemetery Grants 
Program allows VA to help serve veterans In less densely populated areas of our country. It is 
a true complement to, and not a replacement for, the National Cemetery System, with both 
approaches being used to construct new cemeteries to serve veterans. 
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Since 1960 VA, through the State Cemetery Grants Service, has awarded 128 grants 
totaling more than $58 million. The grants have b^n used to assist 37 state veterans 
cemeteries which provided nearly 12,000 burials last fiscal year. Two more new state 
cemeteries are now under construction and five are in the design phase. Grants are expected 
to be awarded later this year to support construction of the five new cemeteries now in the 
design phase. In addition, states have submitted applications for four more new state 
cemeteries. 

To strengthen our partnership and increase burial service delivery to veterans. VA has 
proposed legislation to enhance the State Cemetery Grants Program. The legislation would 
revise the funding formula for the State Cemetery Grants Program to authorize VA to fund 100 
percent of the cost of construction and initial equipment costs associated writh establishment, 
expansion or improvement of a state veterans cemetery. This change would Improve the ability 
of states to obtain Federal funds for establishing complete and fully equipped cemeteries for 
veterans. With this additional incentive, we hope that additional burial space couk) be provided 
to our Nation's veterans through this enhanced Federal/State partnership program. We 
currently have several applications in anticipation of enactment from states who are interested 
in the 100 percent grants proposal, and should Congress enact the proposal, we expect that 
interest in the program would grow. I hope, Mr. Chairman, the Committee will move swiftly and 
enact this worthwhile proposal. 

REORGANI2JVTION OF MEMORIAL PROGRAMS SERVICE 

As part of the Vice President's National Performance Review effort, NCS's Memorial 
Programs Senrice (MPS), which is expected to provide more than 300,000 headstones and 
markers in FY 1998, was reorganized and decentralized, moving a number of functions from VA 
Headquarters in Washington. D.C., to NCS-owned sites. The three new satellite sites are 
Nashville, TN, Fort Leavenworth, KS, and Indiantown Gap, PA. Indiantown Gap was opened in 
February 1998. Our reengineered, streamlined approach in processing headstone and marker 
applications will improve our ability to meet our projected annual demand of approximately 
300,000. 

In the past year, MPS business processes have been redesigned and moved to a total 
case management system for processing headstone and marker applications. Our automated 
systems were also reengineered to support this change. The new Automated Monument 
Application System (AMAS) is faster, has enhanced reporting capability and improves our 
ability to track a case through the system. In addition, we added a new phone system for 
harvlling our 1-800 customer service calls and quadrupled the number of phone lines. We are 
proud that the average amount of time that someone had to wait for an operator was greatly 
reduced during March 1998. Mr. Chairman, I am not saying all is perfect - we acknowledge 
delays in getting headstones and markers in place - but we believe that the delays you have 
called to our attention in the past are no longer systemic and are now the exception rather than 
the rule. We will monitor and improve the process on a continuing basis. 
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NEW nr 1998 HEADSTONE AND MARKER CONTRACTS 

Last fall, the ordering of Goverrvnent-provkted markers and headstones was delayed 
because some of the firms who bid on three ^ our new contracts hied formal protests of the 
contract bidding process to GAO. Unfortunately, we could no longer use existing contracts 
because they had expired, and we could not award new contracts and place orders until the 
protests were resolved. On October IS, 1997, GAO informed us the protests were dismissed. 
We then proceeded to award the contracts and began placing orders Immediately. 
Unfortunately, the protests delayed the process for getting headstones and markers out to 
veterans' families. 

Our FY 1998 contracts are now in place and, in the end, we were able to improve the 
overall process by irrcreasing efficiency and reducing costs because we implemented an ‘all- 
inclusive inscription' policy. The negotiated new contracts cover the costs of all authorized 
inscriptions, space permitting. Items previousiy krxywn as ‘additiorral irrscriptions* arrd paid for 
by the veteran's family are now referred to as optional items and are Included in VA's contract 
price. Under the new policy, we are processing headstorres and markers more efficiently, 
improving customer service, and reducing transprxtation costs. Not only have we streamlined 
the process, improved service delivery and reduced contract costs, but we have also saved 
veterans and their next of kin the cost of ‘additional insoiptions.' 

GAO STUDY ON THE NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 

At the request of the Committee, GAO recently submitted a report entitled, National 
Cemetery System: Opportunitv Exists to Extend the Service Period of National Cemeteries . 

NCS supported much in the report. However, we did take exception to one recommertdation 
suggesting that NCS extend its strategic plan to address veterans' long-term burial demarxfs 
during the peak years of 2005-2010. We recognize the need to address veterans' long-term 
burial demartds and are engaged in a variety of ‘long-term' planning activities. The strategies 
included In our current strategic plan, which address how we intend to meet our irrcreasing 
burial demarrd, will continue to be used over the next decade as we position ourselves to meet 
years of peak workload. 

We are, however, concerned that GAO's recommendation to ‘extencT the strategic plan 
does not coryform with the Department's strategic planning process. Strategic planning and 
management in VA are dynamic processes that reflect the target realities of the five-year 
budget cycle and the requirements of GPRA. as well as formulating and identifying longer range 
issues. Extending the strategic plan beyond the five-year budget cycle would, in effect, de-link 
or sever the relatiorrship between the strategic plan and the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I will dose my remarks for now, but I look forward to discussing the 
issues that are important to us aH. I would be happy to answer any questions the 
Subcommittee my have. 
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BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VERERANS’ AFFAIRS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 


STATEMENT OF GENERAL FRED WOERNER, USA (RET) 
CHAIRMAN 

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 


April 29. 1998 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 


Thank you for the opportunity to testify on our Fiscal Year 1 999 Appropriation 
Request. The special nature of the American Battle Monuments Commission 
places it in a unique and highly responsible position with the American people. 
The manner in which we care for our country's Honored War Dead is, and 
should remain, a reflection of the high regard in which we, as a nation, respect 
their service and sacrifice. 

As you know, the American Battle Monuments commission is a small, one-of-a- 
kirtd organization, that Is responsible for commemorating the services of 
American Armed Forces where they have served since April 6, 1917 (the date of 
U.S. entry into World War I) through the establishment of suitable memorial 
shrines; for designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining permanent 
American burial grounds in foreign countries; for controlling the design and 
construction of U.S. military monuments and markers in foreign countries by 
other U.S. citizens and organizations, both public and private; and for 
encouraging the maintenance of such monuments and markers by their 
sponsors. In performing these functions, the American Battle Monuments 
Commission administers, operates, and maintains twenty-four permanent 
memorial cemeteries and twenty-seven monuments, memorials, and markers in 
the United States and sixteen countries around the world. 

We have eight World War I and 14 World War II cemeteries located in Europe, 
the Mediterranean, North Africa and the Philippines. All of these cemeteries are 
closed to burials except for the remains of the War Dead who may occasionally 
be discovered in World War I or World War II battlefield areas. In addition, we 
are responsible for the American cemeteries in Mexico City, established after the 
Mexican War, and in Panama. 

Presently, 124,914 U.S. War Dead are interred in these cemeteries - 30,921 of 
World War I, 93,243 of World War II and 750 of the Mexican War. Additionally 
5,857 American veterans and others are interred in the Mexico City and Corozal 
(Panama) American Cemeteries. Commemorated individually by name on stone 
tablets at the World War I and II cemeteries and three memorials on U.S. soil 
are the 94,120 U.S. servicemen and women who were Missing in Action, or lost 
or buried at sea during the World Wars and the Korean and Vietrtam Wars. 

We continue to provide services and information to the public, friends, and 
relatives of those interred in, or memorialized at ABMC cemeteries and 
memorials. This includes information about grave and memorialization sites as 
well as location, suggested routes, and modes of travel to the cemeteries or 
memorials. Immediate family members are provided letters authorizing fee-free 
passports for overseas travel to specifically visit a loved one's grave or memorial 
site. Photographs of headstones and sections of the Tablets of the Missing on 
which the service person's name is engraved are also available. These 
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photographs are mounted on large color lithographs of the cemeteries or 
memorials. In addition, we assist those who wish to purchase floral decorations 
for placement at a grave or memorial site in our cemeteries. A photograph of the 
in-place floral arrangement is provided to the donor. 

The care of these shrines to our War Dead requires a formidable annual 
program of maintenance and repair of facilities, equipment, and grounds. This 
care includes upkeep of 131,000 graves and headstones; 73 memorial 
structures: 41 quarters, utilities, and maintenance facilities; 67 miles of roadways 
and walkways; 91 1 acres of flowering plants, fine lawns and meadows; nearly 
3,000,000 square feet of shrubs and hedges and over 1 1 ,000 ornamental trees. 
Care and maintenance of these resources is exceptionally labor intensive, 
therefore, personnel costs account for nearly 64 percent of our budget for FY 
1 999. Some of this maintenance is performed by casual labor, in peak seasons, 
since the permanent cemetery staffs are not large enough to provide the 
required maintenance on a continuous basis. During Fiscal Year 1998, we are 
conducting a comprehensive manpower study of our cemeteries. This study will 
clearly redefine our manpower requirements for each of our cemeteries and 
allow us to properly size our workforce. The remaining 36 percent of our budget 
is required to fund our operations, including unprogrammed requirements 
resultir>g from natural and other disasters. 

As an organization responsible for permanent burial facilities, we do not have 
the option of closing or consolidating cemeteries. In light of this, we have 
increased our efforts to achieve greater efficiency and effectiveness, through 
automating and contracting, in the operational and financial management areas, 
where we do have alternatives. This Commission recognizes and fully supports 
the efforts of the President and the Congress to improve efficiency, focus on 
results, and streamline the government overall. 

During Fiscal Year 1 997, we completed work on our first Strategic (FY 1 998- 
2(X)3) and Annual Perfomnance Plans (FY 1998). We have subsequently 
forwarded copies to, and briefed, the Office of Management and Budget and the 
appropriate Congressional Committees. We believe these plans provide our 
agency a comprehensive roadmap for the future accomplishment of our mission. 

In 1996, Congress specifically directed (P.L. 104-275) that ABMC prepare 
agency-wide financial statements annually beginning with Fiscal Year 1997, arul 
that the financial statements be audited by the U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO) in accordance with accepted government auditing standards. I can now 
report to you thqt GAO and the CPA firm of KPMG - Peat Manivick LLP, have just 
completed the first such audit of ABMC's Fiscal Year 1997 operations. 
Furthermore, I am pleased to report that we received an unqualifted opinion on 
our balance sheet, which we understand is a very rare occurrence on initial 
financial statement audits. Additionally, we were one of the first agencies in the 
Executive Branch to ‘early comply* with the FY 1998 accounting standards 
prescribed by the Office of Management and Budget in Bulletin No. 97-01, Form 
and Content of Agency Financial Statements. 

While we are pleased with the results of the audit, one material weakness was 
highlighted by KPMG - Peat Marwick LLP, which we were aware of, that dealt 
with inadequate controls over our information technology systems, as a result of 
our current multiple accounting systems. As I reported to you last year, we 
contracted with the Department of Treasury's Financial Management Services 
Center regarding the replacement of our accounting system. We anticipate 
selecting an operating system during Fiscal Year 1998, with implementation 
during Fiscal Year 1999. Implementation of a new, single and integrated 
accounting system will resolve this issue and allow us to eliminate this problem. 

With our initial success in auditing and the implementation of a new financial 
system, we believe our financial management will, within the next three years be 
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at a level of excellence that fully parallels the high standards we have 
continually maintained, since 1923, on the operations side of our business. 

In Fiscal Year 1 999 a large part of our focus will be on the World War II 
Memorial. As I reported to you last year, President Clinton unveiled the winning 
design by Friedrich St. Florian at a White House C8rerrx>ny on January 17, 1997. 
Since that time, reviews by the Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital 
Plartning Commission have resulted in the requirement to modify the design to 
more appropriately fit the Rainbow Pool site. Professor St. Florian, the winning 
architect for the World War II Memorial, is currently working on these 
modifications. We anticipate that the modifications will meet the criteria of the 
Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commission when 
they are presented later this Spring. 

Senator Robert Dole, our National Capital Campaign Chairman and Mr. 

Fred Smith of Federal Express, our CoChairman are working closely with 
members of the World War II Memorial Advisory Board to raise the $100 Million 
required for construction of the Memorial. 

While our attention has been focused on management improvements and the 
design and construction of the World War II Memorial, we have not ignored our 
primary mission of operating arxl maintaining twenty-four memorial cemeteries 
and twenty-eight monuments. 

The Congress has been instavnental in our success in maintaining a high 
standard of excellence by providing the furxJs required to accomplish our 
objectives. Your added funding of $3 Million in Fiscal Year 1998 for engineering 
and mainter^anca projects will allow us to significantly reduce our backlog of 
esserrtial projects. We have grouped together certain types of projects, such as 
sprinkler systems, replacement of fuel tanks, and repair of roadways and 
vralkways, in order to achieve economies of scale. Grouping these projects by 
region will allow contractors to consolidate bids and provide ABMC with the most 
cost effective use of managing available resources. 

For the second year, in agreement with the Office of Management and Budget, 
we have repriced our budget to conform to the Fiscal year 1999 foreign currartcy 
rates established for the Department of Defense. This repricing, which results 
from today's strong dollar in Europe, has allowed us to reduce our budget 
request by over a $1 Million for Fiscal Year 1999. Our Fiscal Year 1999 request 
provides for cost of living increases for our U. S. and foreign national personnel, 
rental expenses for office space for our headquarters office, furxiing for the new 
accounting system, a new lithograph system and a customer satisfaction survey. 
We have focused our FY 1999 program to ensure we accomplish those essential 
high priority projects. 

Since 1923, the American Battle Monuments Commission's memorials and 
cemeteries have been held to a high standard in order to reflect America's 
continuing commitment to its Honored War Dead, their families, arKi the U S. 
national image. The Commission intends to continue to fulfill this sacred trust 
while ensurirrg the prudent expenditure of appropriated furtds. 

The American Battle Monuments Commission appropriation request for Fiscal 
Year 1999 is $23,930,966. 

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be pleased to respond to your 
questions. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am Veronica A'zera, National Legislative Director for 
AMVETS, The American Veterans of World War n, Korea and Vietnam. We 
appreciate the opportunity to provide written testimony to the House Veterans 
Affairs Subcommittee on Benefits on the National Cemetery System (NCS). 
Neither AMVETS nor myself have been the recipient of any federal grants or 
contracts during FY 98 or the previous two fiscal years. 

Since its establishment, the NCS has provided the highest standard of 
compassionate service to eligible veterans and family members. The 115 NCS 
cemeteries monuments, land and historical interments are indeed national 
treasures which must be maintained, nurtured and, most of all, protected. 

Despite NCS's excellent reputation and the Administration's proposal for an $8 
million increase in budget authority for FY 99, we feel the system has been and 
continues to be under-funded, particularly when we considered projected burial 
statistics for one future. Since 1973, the aimual burial rate within the NCS has 
almost doubled to 73,000. Most WW 11 veterans are in their mid-70's and the 
overall projected veteran death rate is expected to peak in the year 2008 with 
more than 620,000 deaths. Already, the average monthly death rate of WW II 
veterans is 36,000. 

Even with the projected completion of new cemeteiy projects in Chicago, 
Cleveland, Albany, Seattle and Dallas-Fort Worth in calendar year 1999 and 
projected expansion of six other existing cemeteries, NCS will be hard pressed to 
meet the growing demand for space. We join with the General Accounting 
Office (GAO) in encouraging the Administration to look to future needs in more 
cemeteries to meet the growing demand for burials. 

Mr. Stephen Backhus, GAO Director, Veterans' Affairs and Military Health 
Care Issues Health, Education, and Human Services Division, addressed the 
growing problem at the national cemeteries in his remarks to GAO. He said, as 
the veteran population ages, NCS projects the demand for burial benefits to 
increase. NCS has a strategic plan for addressing the demand for veterans' 
burials up to fiscal year 2(X)3, but the plan does not address longer term burial 
needs at the time when the pressure on the system will be the greatest. 

Historically, only about 10 percent<of eligible veterans opt for interment in an 
NCS facility. Despite this seemingly low demand rate, if funding is not 
forthcoming for new acquisitions and development of existing land, the legal 
entitlement will be an empty promise as veterans are denied access based on non- 
availability. Of the 1 IS national cemeteries, 22 are closed to new burials and 36 
are only open to cremated remains. Within the next two years, the number of 
national cemeteries open to first interments of casketed re mains will be further 
reduced by 50%. 

Donations of space have helped ease the crunch somewhat, although in a 
piecemeal fashion. A credible national system must have the unqualified 
budgetary support of both the executive and legislative branches to ensure that all 
eligible veterans who so choose have the right to interment in a national 
cemetery. 
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\Ve repeat our call for a national cemetery or state-supported cemetery within 75 
miles of 75% of the veteran population. We remain steadfast in our support for 
fiscal responsibility, but it must not come at the expense of denying an eligible 
veteran the most enduring benefit — burial in a national cemetery. 

The National Cemetery System is faced with a number of serious challenges. 
Chronic underfunding presents the greatest challenge. We have identified other 
major areas of concerns and recommendations that are crucial to ensuring the 
integrity of the NCS. 

• Inadequate Burial Space: 

Presently, NCS has approximately 330,000 gravesites available with 
the capacity for adding 1.5 million sites on undeveloped land, if 
resources become available. The State Grant Program, operated by 
VA, provides an reasonable and accessible alternative to those who 
desire burial in a national cemetery, but because of distance must 
forgo the use of the burial benefit. Recent state budget surpluses in 
many states have made it possible for more states to participate in 
this program. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Congress must ensure that adequate burial space is available for all 
eligible veterans and their families who desire burial in a national or state 
veterans cemetery. Funding for the State Grant Program must be adequate 
to cover all state funding requests. 

• Dignified Burials for Deceased Veterans: 

Citing budgetary constraints, the military services have not 
been providing honor guards for veterans' funerals, beyond a 
single representative of the Department of Defense who 
presents a flag to the deceased veteran's family on behalf of 
the government. This denial of appropriate honors is 
particularly shameful during this time when so many WW II 
veterans are being buried in national cemeteries. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Congress should enact legislation guaranteeing that all veterans being 
buried in national cemeteries receive appropriate military honors. 

Further, Congress should direct a transfer of funding to DoD to provide 
the appropriate services. Congress should also mai^te that DoD use 
National Guard and reservists to help provide these services and that the 
members should be paid with time spent on military honors to be counted 
toward retiremem. 

In conclusion, long-range planning and adequate funding are crucial to addressing 
veterans' burial needs during the peak years and beyond. We would like to 
acknowledge the ability of the dedicated NCS staff who continue to ably perform 
the burial mission despite budgetary shortfalls, inadequate staffing, aging 
equipment and the increasing workload of both developed gravesites and 
undeveloped land. Shortfalls mean less service to veterans, cemetery neglect and 
disrespect to the memory and honor due to the Nation's fallen heroes. 
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STATEMENT OF 
PHILLIP A. RIDLEY 
LEGISLA TIVE ASSISTANT 
FOR THE 

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
APRIL 29, 1999 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 

On behalf of the more than one million members of the Disabled American Veterans 
(DAV) and its Auxiliary, 1 thank you for this opportunity to provide the Committee with our 
views on the National Cemetery System’s (NCS’s) five-year Strategic Plan to accommodate their 
workload, as well as a review of the operations of the American Battle Monuments Commission 
(ABMC). 

It was requested that the DAV provide its written views, for the record, prior to May 6, 

1 998. Accordingly, we are pleased to make our views known regarding the NCS Strategic Plan 
and the ABMC General Accounting Office (GAO) audit. 

In recent years, the DAV has placed emphasis on the urgent need of the NCS to 
expand its existing facilities to accommodate an ever-increasing workload. In the annual 
Veterans Independent Budget and Policy — Fiscal Year 1999, prepared by the Independent 
Budget veterans service organizations (IBVSOs), Disabled American Veterans, AMVETS, 
Paralyzed Veterans of America, and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, we have expressed the shared 
concerns of the veterans’ community regarding the NCS’s need for expansion. The DAV’s 
major concern lies in the realization that existing developed acreage and existing and planned 
expansion projects for burial will not meet the needs of NCS to fulfill its current and future 
obligation to eligible veterans and their families. 

NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM PROGRAM GOALS 

To address its pressing needs for expansion, the NCS has developed a strategic plan for 
fiscal years 1 998 through 2003 which outlines its mission and objectives to achieve the 
performance goals set forth by the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). 

The NCS readily admits it faces a daunting challenge in its efforts to meet the burial 
needs of America’s veterans in the 21st century. A number of factors have contributed to this 
dilemma. Since 1973, the aruiual NCS burial rate has more than doubled from 36,400 to 73,000 
per year. Currently, the monthly death rate among the World War II veteran population averages 
36,000. In addition, aging cohorts of veterans from the Korean War and Viemam Era are also 
contributing to the increased demand for burial space within the NCS. Over the next ten years, 
the overall projected death rate is expected to peak in the year 2008 with more than 620,000 
deaths. That is an increase of more than 40% over the current death rate, translating into an 
urgent need for NCS to provide additional burial sites. It must be noted that an aging veteraiLs’ 
population is expected to increase demand in national cemeteries. In addition to those cemeteries 
already closed, several others are expected to close over the next five to seven years. 

Of the I IS existing NCS cemeteries, there are approximately 312,000 available 
gravesites, 46,700 in-ground gravesites for cremated remains, and 13,300 columbarium niches. 
There is the potential to hold an additional 1.6 million casketed sites on undeveloped land, if 
resources are available. 

Admirably, the NCS is involved in one of the largest cemetery expansion projects in its 
history. Congress must redouble its efforts to ensure NCS has the needed funding to meet its 
goals to expand and provide eligible veterans and their families, who desire to be interred in a 
national cemetery, a burial space. The NCS is hard pressed to meet the needs of all eligible 
veterans and family members. Currently, the NCS has four new cemetery sites under 
construction at Dallas-Ft. Worth, Chicago, Cleveland, and Albany, for an additional 2,245 acres 
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of burial sites. The NCS is also projecting to expand six existing cemeteries with land additions 
and new facilities to accept cremated remains. This expansion includes construction at the Ft. 
Rosccrans National Cemetery and the Florida National Cemetery for additional columbaria. 

With annual interments expected to exceed well over 100,000 in the year 2008, the 
appalling fact is, even with the inclusion of all available gravesites and those planned additions, 
the NCS's capabilities for interments remains grossly inadequate to accommodate its projected 
needs over the next decade. The NCS has been forced for years — like the rest of the VA — to 
work under severe budget restraints. Mr. Chairman, as the NCS prepares to move into the 2Ist 
century and meet the needs of many veterans who are moving into the twilight of their lives, they 
must be equipped with the manpower and resources needed to provide adequate burial options, 
dignified burial services, and lasting memorials for our Nation's veterans and their families. 

The NCS Strategic Plan has set as its first goal to ensure all eligible veterans have 
reasonable access to a burial option. That is a national cemetery for interment of casketed or 
cremated remains within 75 miles of a veterans place of residence. To achieve this end. the 
NCS proposes to promote the State Cemetery Grants Program. Under this program, the NCS 
provides the state up to 50% of the cost of construction of cemeteries, including expenses for the 
initial operating equipment. In fiscal year 1998, legislative proposals were introduced which 
increased this grant to 100% of the cost of construction and initial operating equipment. The 
same legislative proposal is recommended by the GAO for fiscal year 1999. The DAV believes 
this concept could be an effective means to provide more veterans with an adequate burial 
option. However, this partnership with states should not lessen the NCS’s obligation to provide 
timely and accessible interment services to eligible veterans and their families. 

The NCS Strategic Plan’s second goal is to provide burial options which are preferred by 
veterans, the primary shareholders to the services rendered. A veteran or veteran’s family’s 
satisfaction with the courtesy, compassion, and timeliness of services delivered is the ultimate 
measure of NCS performance. We applaud the NCS’s willingness to provide outreach and 
educationtil programs to veterans to help them better understand burial criteria and policies. We 
also applaud the NCS’s consideration of providing logistical support for the provision of military 
honors at national cemeteries. 

The DAV also believes that America’s national cemeteries should be maintained for their 
historical character. To serve as a serene and dignified final reminder of the sacrifices made by 
our men and women in uniform. The NCS must bear in mind the fact that preserving the 
historieal character of a cemetery must be done seasibly by prioritizing the needs of the entire 
eemetery system; that is prioritizing as it relates to expansion and meeting the future needs for 
interment of eligible veterans and their families. 

The third goal is to provide quality and timely service when a headstone or marker or 
Presidential Memorial Certificate (PMC) is requested. The DAV commends the NCS on its plan 
to ensure aecurate and timely delivery of headstones, burial markers and PMCs. Proposed 
upgrading to automated and technological capabilities would greatly enhance the NCS’s capacity 
to provide more accurate headstone marker and PMC services. Many veterans and their families 
see these services as the last tribute and memento a grateful Nation can bestow upon those 
individuals who served in honorable, active military service to perpetuate the many freedoms we 
all enjoy today. 

The fourth goal is to ensure a dedicated, highly motivated and well-trained workforce. 
The President’s budget provides for a mere 21 additional full-time employees (FTE) for FY 
1999. For years the NCS has been forced to do more with less. While the proposed additional 
FTE tue welcomed, they fall well short of the 275 additional FTE recommended by the IBVSOs. 
The NCS Strategic Plan has also outlined the need for additional full-time employees. If the 
NCS is expected to have a realistic chance of meeting the increasing needs of an aging veteran 
population. Congress must ensure adequate resources are available to provide the services 
rendered. 

The fifth goal is to manage the NCS in the most efficient and effective manner. For more 
than twenty five years the VA has managed the NCS, providing a high level of compassionate. 
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honorable and dignified service to eligible veterans and their families at the systems 1 1 S 
cemeteries and 34 other cemcterial sites. For the past four years, Jerry Bowen, a decorated 
Vietnam veteran, has provided strong and sensitive leadership as Director of the NCS. Director 
Bowen has recently retired, culminating an outstanding career expanding over three decades of 
dedicated service to his country and to veterans and their families. The DAV extends a sincere 
thanks to Director Bowen for his responsible oversight and sensible management of the NCS. 

We wish him success in his future endeavors. 

In light of the NCS’s challenging mission to accomplish the goals set forth in its Strategic 
Plan to enhance the services provided to veterans and their families, it is our hope that a suitable 
replacement for Director Bowen will be identified and confirmed by the Senate in the near future. 
Finally, we believe this individual should understand the very sensitive needs of veterans and 
possess the meticulous management skills necessary to initiate and complete the much needed 
burial expansion and construction projects the NCS currently faces. 


AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

Since 1923, the American Battle Monuments Commission (ABMC or Commission) has 
been responsible for providing lasting commemorations of the services and achievements of the 
United States Armed Forces where they have bravely fought and died since the beginning of 
World War I. Ini 997 the ABMC underwent its first agency-wide audit of its financial 
statements. A review of this audit revealed no substantive discrepancies on the Commission's 
financial position. The DAV feels this is a direct reflection of the Commission's responsible and 
forthright management. 

For more than 7S years, the ABMC has maintained memorial shrines at 24 permanent 
burial grounds, 21 separate monuments and three markers on foreign soil, and 4 memorials in the 
United States. These shrines represent the ultimate sacrifice of more than 750 Mexican War 
dead, 30,900 World War I war dead, and 93,200 World War H war dead. They also represent the 
94,1 20 U.S. servicemembers who were deemed missing in action or lost or buried at sea during 
the World Wars. Korean War and Vietnam War. 

WORLD WAR II MEMORIAL 

The ABMC has undertaken the immense task of memorializing the more that 16.5 
million men and women who served in the United States Armed Forces during World War II. 
More than 672,000 American servicemembers were wounded, 406,000 killed and 78,968 deemed 
missing in action (presumed dead), lost or buried at sea. Many DAV members served during 
World War II. Some returned home with the memories of war, while others returned home 
bearing the physical scars of war. Many of these DAV members appreciate the initiative and 
continued efforts put forth by the ABMC, this Subcommittee and the Veterans Affairs' 
Committee as a whole to make the World War II Memorial a reality. 

Although the ABMC remains well short of its goal of SIOO million to complete the World 
War II Memorial construction project, over the past year the Commission has witnessed a 
considerable outpouring of financial support from all sectors of American society to assist in 
funding the World War II Memorial. Donations and pledges total over $30 million to date. This 
memorial will commemorate the sacrifice and service of an entire generation of American heroes 
who helped to define the freedoms and liberties we all enjoy today. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity to express our views regarding the VA 
National Cemetery System and the American Battle Monuments Commission aiuiual audit. In 
addition, we commend the NCS and AMBC on a job well done and wish them continued success 
in the future. Be assured of our continued interest on behalf of America's disabled veterans and 
their families. 



85 


cm/ 


DISABLED AM ERICAN VETERANS 

ro Box H30I • Cincinnati Ohio 45250-0301 • Phoni 1606)441-7300 • Fax i606)442-20W 


Fact Sheet 


BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 


PHILLIP A. RIDLEY 
Legislative Assistant 
Disabled Amcican Veterans 

Phillip A- Ridley, a service-connected disabled veteran of the Persian Gulf War Era. was 
appointed Legislative Assistant of the millioo-iDeinber-plus Disabled American Veterans (DAV) in 1997. 

Mr. Ridley is employed at DAV National Service and Legislative He-ndquarters in Washington, 
D.C. As a member of the DAV’s legislative team, he works to siqjpon and advance (he federal legislative 
goals and policies of the DAV to assist disabled veterans and their families, as well as guarding current 
veteran’s benefits and services from legislative erosion. 

Mr. Ridley joined the DAV's professional National Service O^icer (NSO) staff as an NSO 
Trainee at the DAV NSO Training Academy in Denver, Colorado in October, 1995. He graduated from 
(he academy in February. 1996, as the spokesperson for Academy Class tn. He was assigned as a DAV 
NSO to the DAV National Service OffiM in Washington. D.C.. and served there until transferred to the 
DAV National Service Office in Baltimore. Md.. where he served as Assistant Supervisor until his 
current assignment at DAV Washington Headquarten. 

A native of Asheboro, N.C., Mr. Ridley enlisted in the U.S. Army in 198S. Following basic 
training at Fort Benning, Ga.. Mr. Ridley was assigned to the 25* Infantry Division (L) as a member of 
the 21” Infantry Regiment at Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. After suffering a fractured leg during a field 
training exercise, further examinations disclosed a tumor in Mr. Ridley's leg. The tumor and a portion of 
the bone mass in the leg were surgically removed. A later tumor was also discovered and removed. Both 
were benign. Mr. Ridley was medically discharged in 1993. 

Mr. Ridley, is a 1987 graduate of Asheboro Senior High School. He pursued undergraduate 
studies at Minot State University in Minot, N.D.. prior to becoming a memb er of the DAV National Staff. 

A life men^r of DAV Chapter 1, Washingtcxi, D.C.. Mr. Ridley resides in Laurel, Md. 
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DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 

Itiiilflinu /fi'ttfi' t.in'jc fiir Smi’iirti'n Itisttttii'tf irlvniim 



The Disabled American Veterans (DAV) does not currently receive any money 6om any 
federal grant or contract 

During fiscal year (FY) 199S, DAV received 555 ^ 2.56 from Court of Veterans Appeals 
appropriated funds provided to the Legal Service Corporation for services provided by DAV to 
the Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Program. In FY 1996, DAV received $8,448.12 for services 
provided to the Consortium. Since June 1996, DAV has provided its services to the Consortium 
at no cost to the Consortium. 


VMM \\i» Iu;i»i4ii\i Hi • 90" NUim A\»m I S.W. « W\vMiSk.u*N. O.C 20024-2410 * <202' 554- .1501 • F\v '202' .IWI 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcomminee, the Non Conunissioncd Officers 
Association of the USA (NCOA) is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the 
performance and operation of the National Cemetery System (NCS). The Association is 
deeply grateful for the attention that this Subcommittee and the full Committee has given 
to this program. The Subcommittee’s continued support and interest is greatly 
appreciated, and is seriously needed, as the NCS approaches perhaps its greatest 
challenge during its distinguished history. NCOA is committed to working with the 
Subcommittee to ensure that the NCS is preserved in a manner befitting the national 
shrines that they are as a final tribute to the service and sacrifice of the Nation's veterans. 
The Association trusts that our testimony will be helpful to that which we believe is a 
mutually shared goal of NCOA and the House Veterans Affairs Committee. 


Acknowledgements 


It is appropriate to begin Mr. Chairman by expressing the Association’s appreciation to 
the Subcommittee and full Committee on several points. NCOA is grateful for the action 
taken by this Subcommittee and the House Veterans Affairs Committee with respect to 
Arlington National Cemetery. The Association is particularly grateful that the 
recommendation of NCOA with respect to members of the Reserve Components was 
included in the amended bill that was unanimously passed by the full Committee and 
House of Representatives last month. NCOA thanks you, individually and as a 
Subcommittee, for your leadership on this issue. The Association is dedicated to 
ensuring Senate consideration and passage of the legislation this Session. 

NCOA is also pleased to note and express gratitude for the initiative underway to ensure 
to the maximum extent possible that honor guard details are provided for the funerals of 
veterans. Even though the issue has been referred to the House National Security 
Committee as a matter under their jurisdiction, the Association commends the Ranking 
Member of the Full Committee, Representative Lane Evans, for his leadership in 
introducing H.R. 3653. Knowing that final honors to the Nation’s veterans is a matter of 
high interest to this Subcommittee, NCOA believes a coordinated effort between DOD, 
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DVA and veterans’ service organizations is needed. The Subcommittee's continued 
attention in this area will be needed to ensure that the desired outcome is achieved. 

Along these same lines, NCOA extends salutes to Representatives Paul McHale and 
Steve Buyer for introducing H.R. 3668 to provide for the furnishing of burial flags to 
deceased and former members of the Selected Reserve. This legislation is identical in 
intent to legislation, S.1406 by Senator Gordon Smith, before the Senate Veterans Affairs 
Committee. As a matter now before this Subcommittee, NCOA looks forward to 
working with the Distinguished Members as you consider H.R. 3668. 

And finally Mr. Chairman, NCOA would be remiss if the Association did not 
acknowledge in our testimony the faithful and dedicated service rendered by former 
Director of the National Cemetery System, Mr. Jerry Bowen. The members of NCOA 
extend a hearty well done to Mr. Bowen for his service and commitment to the Nation’s 
veterans. 


Concerns 

As NCOA has been stating for the last two years, this Association is deeply troubled 
with the trend and its future implications that seems to be underway in the NCS. Even 
with the activation of the four national veteran’s cemeteries currently planned, the system 
is not adequate to meet the burial needs of the World War II population. When one looks 
at NCS intentions beyond opetting the four cemeteries currently in the pipeline, there arc 
no plans for expansion of the NCS. The system’s substantial and growing list of 
requirements for maintenance and equipment replacement is not getting suffleient 
attention in NCOA’s view. These situations, coupled with the proposal on the State 
Veterans Cemetery Grants Programs, leaves the impression on this Association that VA 
wants out of the National Cemetery System. 

Ihe Subcommittee is well versed in the facts, statistics, demographics and challenges 
confronting the National Cemetery System. In order to meet their greatest historical 
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challenge in the coming years, NCS has adopted a S-year plan based on three strategies: 
(1) building new national cemeteries, (2) expanding existing cemeteries, and (3) 
expanding participation in the State Cemetery Grants Program. While the strategic 
components of the plan appear solid, NCOA believes VA is being far too short sighted by 
linking long-term strategic plarming to the budgetary cycle. This is almost a “wait and 
see” approach and one that NCOA finds objectionable. 

The current NCS strategic plan only looks through the year 2003. Considering that a new 
national cemetery from start to activation takes ten to twelve years, one cannot 
comfortably conclude that NCS is even addressing the burial demand during the peak 
years of 200S-20IO. By adhering to a S-year model for strategic plarming. the peak years 
won’t even be addressed until 2000-200S. By then any hopes for new national 
cemeteries for the WWII population will have evaporated. Perhaps the rest of VA can 
operate on a S-year strategic plarming process; the NCS carmot in our view. Now is the 
time for NCS to address the increased demand that we know the system will face in Just a 
few short years. In NCOA's view, this is an imperative and the Association asks that the 
Subcommittee demand it. 

NCOA is also concerned by the Administration’s proposal for the State Veterans 
Cemetery Grant’s Program. In the past, NCOA has supported the state program because 
appropriations have not been sufficient to expand the capacity of the national system to 
meet the needs of veterans. Never once though did NCOA look upon the state program 
as a replacement for the national system. It seems pretty clear to this Association that 
the Administration is placing more emphasis on expansion of the state program than it is 
on its primary responsibility for the national system as evidenced by their strategic plan. 

Since its inception ten years ago, the state program has been marginally successful, less 
than S0% of the states have established state veterans’ cemeteries. It is NCOA’s 
understanding, that the states have shown little interest in the Administration’s proposal 
to increase the share of federal funding that was first put forward last year. With ten 
years of experience in the state cemetery grants program, NCOA believes it is safe to 
project that even the added federal funding will not attract substantially more 
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participation, certainly not enough participation to meet projected demands. State 
officials can count and they can readily compute the long-term costs that would be 
incurred. More ftmdamentally, NCOA believes it is wrong to try to shift away from the 
national obligation that this proposal so transparently represents. A strategic plan needs 
to be in place, a plan that calls for new cemeteries in the national system, complimented 
and not replaced by the state veterarrs cemetery program. The Administration’s proposal 
for the state program and what it portends for the national system needs careful 
examination by this Subcommittee. 


Conclusion 

In NCOA’s view, it does not seem over demanding to ask for a plan that articulates how 
VA and NCS intend to provide for the future burial needs of the nation’s veterans. But 
burial space is only one of the challenges at hand for the NCS. Although a modest 
increase in planned for Fiscal Year 1999, the NCS budget remains woefully inadequate to 
address the long-standing and growing list of requirements for maintenance and 
equipment replacement. NCOA also believes the Subcommittee should seriously 
consider reinstating and increasing the burial, headstone and plot allowance to all eligible 
veterans. In view of current NCS plans Mr. Chairman, this might be the only way we 
have to pay final tribute and respect to many of our WWll veterans. 


Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF 

BOB MANHAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WITH RESPECT TO 

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON OPERATIONS WITHIN THE 
NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM (NCS) AND THE AMERICAN BATTLE 
MONUMENTS COMMISSION 


WASHINGTON, DC MAY 6, 1998 


MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 

Thank you for this opportunity to present the views of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States (VFW) with respect to the National Cemetery System (NCS). 

Since 1972, the aimual burial rate within the NCS has almost doubled to 73,000. 
At the present time, most World War 11 veterans are in their mid-seventies and the 
projected death rate is expected to reach its peak in 2008 with more than 620,000 deaths. 
Currently, the monthly death rate among the World War II population is 36,000. Aging 
veterans of the Korean Conflict and the Vietnam era are now also contributing to the 
demand for increased burial space. 

While we realize the NCS is involved in the largest expansion program they have 
ever undertaken, it is becoming increasingly difficult, if not soon impossible, to 
accommodate eligible veterans and their family members requesting burial in a national 
cemetery. 

Currently, there are approximately 330,000 available gravesites, with the capacity 
for adding 1.5 million casketed sites on undeveloped land. Four new cemeteries 
(Chicago, Dallas, Cleveland and Saratoga, NY) are planned but~we believe that this 
expansion is not sufficient to avert the lack of available burial space by 2008. Expansion 
of the NCS is critical. Of the 1 IS national cemeteries, 22 are closed to new burials and 
36 are only open to cremated remains. We predict that within the next two years, the 
number of national cemeteries open to first interments of casketed remains will be further 
reduced by as much as SO percent. 

The NCS has repeatedly stated the need for acquisition of additional burial space, 
but the lack of budgetary support has forced the NCS to address its space needs 
piecemeal largely through land donations. Although these donations have helped in 
extending the availability of burial space in some locations, a national system must have 
the support of both the Executive and Legislative branches of government so that 
veterans will have the freedom to choose burial in a national cemetery, if they so wish. 

The VFW once again calls for a national cemetery or state-supported veterans 
cemetery within 75 miles of 75 percent of the veterans population. We are fully 
supportive of efforts to ensure fiscal responsibility; however, it must not come at the 
expense of denying veterans the most enduring benefit, burial in a national cemetery. 

We acknowledge the abilities and dedication of the NCS staff who continue to 
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perform their mission despite budgetary shortfalls, inadequate staff, aging equipment and 
the increasing workload of both developed gravesites and undeveloped land, f^crefore, 
we call on Congress to provide the resources needed to support an additional 27S full 
time employee equivalents to reduce the serious manpower shortages in field operations. 
Shortfalls mean less service to veterans, cemetery neglect, and disrespect to the memory 
arul honor of this nation's heroes. 

By way of recommendation to ensure continuing burial of veterans in private or 
non-VA cemeteries, the VFW strongly recommends that Congress restore the burial 
allowance that was eliminated in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989. We 
believe it is both proper and equitable to restore a burial plot and headstone allowance 
benefit at the current market price for these goods and services. The VFW offers this 
suggestion as an alternative program to offset the ongoing costs and needs to build, 
operate, and maintain the new veterans' cemeteries that will be needed beyond the year 
2003. 


In closing, let us emphasize that the Congress and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs must commit to a policy which will ensure adequate burial space for all eligible 
veterans and their dependents who desire burial in a national cemetery or a stale veterans' 
cemetery. To accommodate the iiKreasing demand for burials, every opportunity to keep 
cemeteries open must be explored. This includes the acquisition of adjacent lands and 
the construction of new cemeteries and columbaria. Thank you Mr. Chairman and 
members of this committee. 



Bob Manhan, Assistant Director 

National Legislative Service 

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States 

Bob Manhan has worked for the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States (VFW) for the past 12 years. He started as a Service Officer in the 
Washington Office's National Veterans Services and later moved to the Board of 
Veterans Appeals. For the past eight years, he has been working as a member 
of the National Legislative Service staff as Assistant Director. 

Prior to becoming a member of the VFW. Bob served in the U.S. Army for 
three decades both an enlisted man and a commissioned officer. His overseas 
assignments included Europe, the Middle East, and both North and 
Southeastern Asian countries. Most of his assignments involved troop duty with 
infantry and artillery units with two different attache postings. Bob's formal 
education includes an undergraduate degree from UCLA, and a MBA from 
Shippensburg College. His military professional education includes the Army 
War College. 


The Veterans of Foreign Wars is not in receipt 
of any Federal grant or contract. 


fSW) 
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STATEMENT PROVIDED BY 
MAJOR GENERAL EDWARD SORIANO 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS, READINESS AND MOBILIZATION 
AS A STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD. FOR THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ON MIUTARY BURIAL HONORS 
APRIL 29, 1998 

Mr. Chaiiman and members of the subconunittee, thank you for the opportunity to 
address the subject of the Army's continuing support to recognized patriotic and veteran 
organizations and specifically .30 caliber blank artununition and surplus Ml Garand 
rifles. This statement is provided to address your request for comment on the availability 
of surplus weapons and artununition to approved organizations for ceremonial purposes. 

In 1997 the Army projected the exhaustion of the stock of .30 caliber blank 
ammunition sometime in Fiscal Year 1998. Legal review at that time indicated that the 
Army could not purchase additional .30 caliber blank antmunition solely for the purpose 
of supporting the veterans organizations - there was no Army requirement for this 
mission, and no apparent authority to purchase ammunition exclusively for this purpose. 
Internal Army policies indicated that the Army was only authorized to issue surplus 
artununition for surplus weapons. Accordingly, the Army notified the Department of 

Veterans Affairs that the Army could no longer support the veterans organizations with 
surplus aiiununition and discussed options of changing rifles to a caliber for which 

arrununition was available. 

Late in 1997, the American Legion requested that the Army reconsider the policy. 
The Army did an extensive review of the legislative history on the issue. This ret iew 
determined that during the development of the original legislation the Army had 
responded to Congress indicating that the Army would expend appropriated tollars for 
this mission and that Congress had agreed. This historical review allowed Mr. Mike 
Walker, Acting Secretary of the Army, to direct procurement of new .30 blank cartridges 
in late December 1997. The Army internally reprograrruned $2,000,000 of Procurement 
funds to accomplish this action. 
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Since chat action, the Anny has initiated a three-pronged approach for acquiring 
.30 caliber blank cartridges. First, the Army took action to reestablish domestic 
production at Lake City Army Ammunition Plant. This action required review of 
technical data packages and test requirements, procurement of long lead items and 
conduct of First Article Testing. The Army will conduct a First Article Test of Lake City 
cartridges in June 1998 with full rate production starting in July. The Army will 
complete production of 2.3 million cartridges by October 1998. 

Second, during February and part of March of this year, the Army was able to 
meet critical veterans organization requirements by cross leveling cartridges from the 
other U.S. services. The borrowed rounds will be repaid out of the Lake City production. 

The third prong is to provide a source of cartridges to bridge the gap between the 
estimated exhaustion of the Army stockpile and the start of production deliveries in July. 
The Army queried its Allies and found that the Danish Army had .30 caliber blank 
cartridges available. The Army exhaustively tested these cartridges for safety and 
suitability in the Garand and Sprmgfield rifles, and then initiated a procurement action 
with the Danish government. The Army purchased 2.6 million Danish cartridges that 
were delivered to Lake City Army Ammunition plant this month and began issuing them 
to Veterans organizations this week. Danish cartridges will satisfy all current open orders 
over the next three weeks. 

The Army expects to procure aiuther 3 million cartridges in Fiscal Year 1999 and 
is programming fimding to support the requirements for cartridges, long term, in the 
Program Objective Memorandum for Fiscal Year 2000-2005. 

Since the end of the Secoitd World War, the Army has continued the Ceremonial 
Weapon Issue program. Currently, the Army is averaging approximately 2,000 Ml rifle 
issues per year. Operated from Anniston Army Depot, the program includes a limited 
demilitarization process which installs a blaitk firing adapter on each weapon. 

Based on historic demand, the Army estimates it can continue to issue Ml rifles 
for ceremonial purposes for the next five years. The Army is currently reviewing 
alternatives to continue the ceremonial weapon program beyond 2003. I look forward to 
reporting back to you the results of our analysis to continue this important program. 
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WRITTEN COMMITTEE QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPONSES 

Chairman Quinn to Carolyn H. Becraft, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel Support, Families and 
Education), Department of Defense 

What ia the current atatua of the availability of blank ammunition and 
modified M-l’a for uae by non-DOD honor guaida? 

Prior problems with non-DOD honor guards obtaining weapon and blank ammuni- 
tion have been resolved per the written testimony submitted for the April 29th 
hearing. 

The Army has M-1 rifles and .30 caliber blank ammunition available for issue. The 
.30 caliber blank ammunition can be ordered through U.S. Army Industrial Oper- 
ations Command. Veterans Service Organizations and other non-DOD) honor guards 
wishing to obtain M-l’s should submit a written request signed by the local com- 
mander of the organization to the U S. Army Tank-automotive and Armaments 
Command, ATTN: AMSTA-IM-OER (Donations), Warren, MI 48397-5000. 


What is the status of the possible identification of the remains currently in- 
terred in the Tomb of the Unknown firom the Vietnam War? 

Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen announced on May 7th that he approved the 
recommendation of the Department of Defense Senior Working Group to disinter the 
remains of the Vietnam Unknown in the Tomb of the Unknowns in Arlington Na- 
tional Cemetery for mitochondrial DNA and other forensic examination. 

The remains were disinterred on May 14th and taken to the Armed Forces Institute 
of Pathology at Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, DC where initial 
anthropological and other forensic examination was done. On Friday, May 15, bone 
samples from the remains were transited to the Armed Forces DNA Identification 
Laboratory (AFDIL) at Rockville, MD. Our scientists there will attempt to extract 
mitochondrial DNA from the samples. 

In all attempts to identify our unknowns, there is an established process for analy- 
sis, verifications and reviews to maintain scientific rigor and the integrity of the re- 
sults. Each case is different and those differences affect the time necessary to com- 
plete the process. It typically requires about 20 working days to determine whether 
a set of partial remains has yielded usable DNA. If usable DNA has been obtained, 
it normally requires about 25 more working days to determine the DNA sequence. 
The process includes a review by the family of the results prior to submission to 
the Armed Forces Identification Review Boani for final determination, and families 
may vary in the time they require to complete their review. The median time for 
completion of the entire process is 60 to 120 working days. 

There are three pMsible outcomes to this process of comparison: 1) the testing could 
conclusively identify the remains as the loved of one of the nine families; 2) Uie test- 
ing could determine that the remains are not those of any of the nine Service mem- 
bers; or 3) the testing could he inconclusive. Testing will continue sequentially until 
all possibilities are exhausted. 

As Secretary Cohen said on May 14th at the Tomb of the Unknown: “Vfe disturb 
this hallow^ ground with profound reluctance. And we take this step only because 
of our abiding commitment to account for every warrior who fought and died to pre- 
serve the fre^oms that we cherish. 

If advances in technology can ease the lingering anguish of even one family, then 
our path is clear. And so we yield today to the promise of science with the hope 
that the heavy burden of doubt may be lifted from a family’s heart." 
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* WMHiNcrrDN ofnee * woi -ic n.w. * Washington. n.c. soooumt * 

12011 lei-2TOO • nu im S1I-272S * 


May 21. 1998 


Honorable Jack Quinn 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Benefits 
Committee on Veterana AfiEuri 
US House of Represcntativea 
335 CHOB 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Chairman Quiim: 


The American Legion ii happy to respond to your fbllow-iq> question 
regarding the April 29, 1998, heating on the National Cemetery System. 

1. About 14 Natinnel Cemetcrics are projected to close bv flie year 2008. 

Would ttie Lemon aupport closure of acme of these facilities as nat of « pl«n 

to provide resources for a continued national cemetery coMtmetion nmiHr»ni? 

Aniwer 

The &ct that 14 national cemeteries will close by 2008, makes the 
availability of additional veterans’ burial options crucial. The American 
Legion sees no benefit to supporting the closure of these 14 sites. They will 
close regardless of die views of the Legion. 

Therefore, there is no justifiable linkage regarding supporting the 
closure of die 14 n«tinn«l cemeteries and future nadonal cemetery 
constniction. 

The American Legion testified on April 29, as we have on many 
previous occasions, that it is the responsibility of the federal government to 
provide accessible burial space to vetenms and their eligible dependents. 
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Thu can be accfunpliihed tbroogh Mtinml cemeteriet, itate vetenns* 
cemetariee, or in private ccmeterief. No vetann nor dependent ihould be 
QDaUe to utilize tbeir burial benefit due to the unavailability of an accessible 
burial site. If 14 current national cemeteries close by 2008, leaving 49 open 
national cemeteries (IX 0ut is all the more reason to develop a long-range 
burial strata beyond die current five-year planning cycle. 

The peak years Cor World War n veteraiu deaths are the years among 
1995 and 2010. However, Korean and Vietnam War veterans will soon 
thereafter replace WWn veteraiu as die “agmg vetenn population.” 
Iherefiore. Ame r ican Legion believes that VA must devdop a coherent 
strategy to provide realistic burial options fta all eUgibla veterans and 
dapendents. 

Unfivtunataly, recent actions by Congress to eliminate burial and plot 
allowances to all eligible veterans have severely reduced veterans' burial 
oplioiu. Beca u se funding fer these benefits is included in ‘mandatory 
quoding’ as rqipoaed to ‘ducreticnary spending’ accounts, VA will have to 
obtain mote construction fimdiiig and operations and maintenance funding to 
ofbet the reduced burial optiotu. 

The American Legion will be glad to work widi the Subcommittee, and 
with VA, to develop an offiBctive strategy to meet the fiiture burial needs of 
America’s vaterans and eligible dependents. 


Sincerdy. 

^ John Vitikacs 
Assistant Director 
National Veterans Affiiiis and 
Rehabilitation Commission 


(1) Tochaict all (danned national cemeteries through the year 2000. 
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June 9, 1998 


The Honorable Jack Quinn 
Chalmian 

Subcommittee on Benefits 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
House of Rq>resentatives 


Subject; National Cemetery System: Plans for AtMresiitng P rotected Increases In 
Veterans' Burials 


Dear Mr. Ctuirman: 

The enclosed Information responds to your follow-up questions concerning our 
testimony before the Subcommittee on April 29, 19^ on the National Cemetery 
System's (NCS) plans to accommodate the increasing demand for burial benefits. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this information further, 
please contact me at (202) 612-7101. 


Sincerely yours. 






Jj^ 


Stephen P. Backhus 
Director, Veterans' Affairs and 
Military Health Care Issues 


Enclosure 
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ENCLOSURE ; ENCLOSURE 

SrnnjaiKNTALDlFMmATlON ON NCS PLANS 


This enclosure details your questions and our responses, which supplement 
Infoimation In our testimony before your Subcommittee, National Cemetery 
System: Plans for Add res^ Prole <^ Increaii es In Veter ans' Riirials (GACVT- 
HEHS-8e-167, April 29, 1998). ■ 


1. In the GAO statement yon mention a ’single acre* analysis. Would 
}ron provide some examples of how that could be applied to the 
rapidly decreasing number of open national cemeteries? 

As annual Interments Increase, national cemeteries will reach their burial 
capacity, thus increasing the importance of making the most etDdent use of 
available cemetery space. To Identify feasible approaches to extending the 
service period of existing cemeteries, we analyzed the impact of adding burial 
sites to an acre of land In a cemetery nearing exhaustion of available casket 
grave sites. Our analysis of three Interment options showed that the average 
burial cost would be the lowest and the service delivery period the longest using 
columbarium interment For example, assuming the theoretical maximum yield 
of Interment sites per acre of land, NCS could only accommodate about 870 
veterans using casket sites and about 4,800 using In-ground cremalrts sites. 
However, by Incorporating columbaria into a remaining acre of land, NCS could 
continue to provide an interment option to thousands of additional veterans (up 
to 87,000 depending on configuration of columbarium) who otherwise would 
have no interment option available to them.' Assuming an annual Interment rate 
of 1,667 per year (based on NCS' newest cemetery near Seattle), the service 
delivety period could only be extended about 1/2 year usiitg ca^et sites and 
about 3 years using in-ground cremains sites. However, columbatium could 
extend the service delivety period for over 62 years. 

As noted in our April 1998 testimony, NCS concurred with the recommendation 
in our September 1997 report to Identify opportunities to construct columbaria in 
existing cemeteries for the purpose of Increasing burial capacity and extending 
cemeteries' service periods.^ We did not attempt to identify qieclfic national 
cemeteries where NCS should incorporate columbaria. However, columbaria 
would be particulatiy useful In metropolitan areas where Interment rates are 
hlghj past or protected cremation demand is significant; land is scarce, expensive 
or both; and no state veterans' cemetery exists to compensate for the lack of 
available national cemetery grave sites. 


2. Please expand on jronr statement that few of the states with large 
veteran popolatlona have expressed Interest In the enhanced State 
Cemetery Grant Program. 

As noted in our testimony, one of NCS' three strategies for meeting veterans' 
future burial demand Involves encouraging states to provide additional burial 
sites through participation in the State Cemetery Grants Program. Since the 


'These numbers are the mathematical maximum interment yield per acre of land. In 
reality, the actual yield per acre may be somewhat less depending on such factors as 
topography, slope, wetland areas, water tables, underlying rock, the positioning of roads, 
irrigation and utility lines, and landscaping buffer zones. 

National Cemetery System: Oottortunltles to Expa nd Cemeteries ' Caoacitlea (GAQ/HEHS- 
97-192, SepL 10, 1997). 


2 
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ENCLOSURE ENCLOSURE 

program's inception in 1978, fewer than half of the states have established 
veterans' cemeteries, primarily because, according to NCS officials, states must 
provide up to half of the funds needed to establish, expand, or improve a 
cemetery as well as pay for all equipment and annual operating costs. To 
increase state partidp^on, VA proposed legislation in its 1998 and 1999 budget 
submission to Increase the federal share of construction costs bom 60 to 100 
percent and permit federal funding for up to 100 percent of initial equipment 
costs. However, according to the Director of the State Cemetery Grants 
Program, few states, e 9 )ecially those with large veteran populations - such as 
Florida, Michigan New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas - would be swayed 
by the proposed legislation. In fact, the Director told us that state veterans' 
affairs offidals said they would rather have funding for aimual operating costs 
than for construction.’ NCS officials also acknowledged that their ability to 
persuade states to partidpate in the program is limited, because states must take 
the initiative to request grant funds. Given states' reluctance to assume the 
burden of annual operating costs in perpetuity, it is undear the extent to which 
NCS can depend on states to establish state veterans' cemeteries. 

3. Why an coltunbariuai the most cost effective use of the last acre? 

As noted in our testimony, our analysis of the costs of three interment options, 
based on the development of 1 remaining acre of land in a cemetery nearing its 
limit of available ca^et grave sites, showed that the average interment cost 
would be lowest using columbaria. For example, the average columbarium 
Interment cost would be about $280, compared with about $346 for in-ground 
cremains burial and about $666 for casket burial.* This cost difference is 
primarily attributable to the lower operations and maintenance costs of 
columbarium. In addition to having the lowest average burial cost, our analysis 
also showed that the service delivery period would be extended the most udng 
columbarium. This is attributable to the significantly greater interment yield per 
acre of columbarium. For example, the yield of Interment sites per acre of land 
Is about 87,000 for columbaria, compared with about 4,800 for in-ground 
cremains sites and about 870 for casket sites. Therefore, columbiuia can more 
efficiently utilize limited cemetery land at a lower average burial cost than the 
other interment options and can also extend the service period of existing 
national cemeteries. 

4. lam not advocating closing down small cemeteries or any partlcnlar 
cemetery, but should low activity cemeteries remain open, or NCS 
close some of them and use the resources elsewhere including 
additional new projects? Should NCS redistribute Its resources? 

In 1996 there were 48 cemeteries with less than 100 interments. 

Our review did not include an analysis of NCS resources, and therefore, we are 
imable to comment on the merits of resource redistribution. We believe, 
however, that any analyses relating to potential cemetery closures should be 
done on a cemetery by cemetery basis. That is, any proposal to close down a 
cemetery should not based soley on the number of aimual interments, but 
should also consider other factors, such as avaliabiUty of other national or state 
veterans' cemetery to compensate for the closure, and operations and 
maintenance costs. 


’NCS officials told us the costs of state veterans' cemeteries range Grom about $126,000 to 
over $11 million, depending on size and location. NCS could not provide an estimate of 
the range of operating costs of state veterans' cemeteries. 

*We adi^ted the same assumptions and used the same data (with minor modifications) 
for the 'single acre analysis' as we used to determine the relative 30-year costs of three 
types of cemeteries with 60,000 burial sites, over a 30-year period. Sm tqipendix I and n 
of our report National Cemetery System: Opportuniti es to Expand Cemeteries' CaaacHies 
fGAfVHEHS-97-192. Sept. 10.19971 for a detailed discussion of our methodology. 
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Post Hearing Questions 
Concerning the April 29, 1998 Hearing 

for Mr. Roger R. Rapp 
Acting Director, National Cemetery System 
Department of Veterans Affairs 

Submitted by Congressman Jack Quinn 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Benefits 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 


Question 1: With crematian becoming Increasingly popular, does each national cemetery have 
either a columbarium or a designated burial area for cremated remains? 

Answer: Tw«nty-two national cemeteries are closed to all first interments (casketed and 
cremated remains). Many of the 22 are near national cemeteries with cremation space 
available. All of the remaining ninety-three VA national cemeteries have In-ground or 
columbarium space available for the burial of cremated remains. The National Cemetery 
System is also In the process of constructing four new national cemeteries in the areas of 
Chicago, Illinois: Dallas, Texas: Albany, New York; and Oeveland, Ohio. Each of these new 
cemeteries will provide veterans and their eligible family members with a choice of full casket 
burials or either an In-ground or columbarium burial for cremated remains. 

Quection 2: GAO has stated that NCS' strategic planning does not encompass the years in 
which the system wW face Its greatest demand. They also note that GPRA does not prohibit 
planning beyorxl the 5 year window. When does NCS Interxi to update the 1987 sturiy and do 
you Intend to extend your strategic planning? 

Answer: In a report to Congress in 1987, with a subsequent update In 1994, NCS Identified 
ten areas of the country most In need of a new national cemetery based on concentrations of 
the veteran population. The rankings In each report were not a priority listing, but depict 
veteran population. The ten locations listed In the 1994 update are: (1) Chicago, Illinois; (2) 
Detroit. Michigan: (3) Cleveland, Ohio; (4) Dallas/Ft. Worth, Texas: (5) Sacramento, 

Caltfomla; (6) Miami, Rorida; (7) Atlanta, Georgia; (8) Seattle, Washington: (9) St. Louis, 
Missouri; and (10) Albany, New York. It should be noted that In the original 1987 report, 
northern California was identified as an area most In need of a national cemetery, resulting in 
the opening of the San Joaquin Valley National Cemetery In 1992. In addition, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahcxna and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania vrere also Identified In the original 1987 report, but due 
to changes In demographic data from the 1990 U.S. Census and In methodologies they did not 
appear In the 1 994 report. 

Of the areas listed In the two reports to Congress, the following new national cemetery projects 
have been completed, or are In process of being constructed. The Tahoma National Cemetery 
near Seattle, Washington vras opened In September 1997. In addition, construction is in 
process lor the estabUshnrent of new nationai cemeteries in the areas of CNcago, Illinois; 
Dallas, Texas; Albany, New York; and Clevelarrd, Ohio. NCS will continue to evaluate the need 
to establish new national cemeteries in the areas identified In the 1987 and 1994 studies in its 
strategic planning process. 

NCS has always engaged in planning that fuHy accounts for long term charrges In veteran 
demographics. Including the projected Increases In veteran mortality rates. This planning 
exterxfs to the year 2030. However, NCS does not plan to extend its formal Strategic Plan 
beyrxid the 5-year budget and planning period currently used by the DepartmenL Extending 
the formal strategic plan beyond the cummt S-year budget cycle would, hi effect, delink or sever 
the relationship the Department is trying to est^lish between its strategic goals and the 
consumption of budgetary resources necessary to achieve these goals. However, NCS wiB 
provide the Committee with additional data and Information that supports Its strategic planning 
processes as requested In a May 19, 1998, letter to the Secretary. We expect to meet the 
August 21 , 1998, due date. 

Question 3: NCS has proposed to enhance the State Cemetery Grant Program. When 
originally proposed, the Adminisiration's position was that the slate grant program would 
replace the national construction program. Is that still the case and Is the Administration 
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commined to continuing construction of new national cemeteries and when can we expect to 
see new projects In the President's budget proposal? 

Answer: The State Cemetery Grants Program (SCGP) Is a complement, not a repiacement, 
for the construction of new national cemeteries. As noted, NCS Is In a period of unprecedented 
growth, with five new national cemeteries being activated before the end of this century. To 
achieve the strategic goals of assuring that all eligible veterans have reasonable access to a 
burial option and of providing burial options which are preferred by veterans, NCS also plans to 
expand existing national cemeteries where appropriate and to develop alternative burial options 
and innovative techniques that wlli maximize use of available burial space. By the end of FY 
2002, NCS plans to complete construction at 26 kxatlons to make additional gravesites or 
columbaria available for burials. The development arxl funding of any new Initiatives, Including 
the establishment of new national cemeteries v»ill receive full consideration by the 
Administration after the new cemeteries now under construction are opened. 

Question 4: How does NCS prioritize state cemetery grant projects? 

Answer: Since the grant program's Inception in 1978, VA has funded all applications meeting 
the necessary requirements to establish, expand or Improve state veterans cemeteries. No 
state has ever been placed on a 'Vaiting lisf for funding. VA's prioritization criteria is 
formalized In the SCGP Program Guide (PG 40-1). In the PG 40-1 , Pari II, Section 7 lists six 
priorities. They are: 

Priority / Is a ‘prerequisite* In that It requires slates to ‘have available adequate Slate 
financial support (matching funds) so the project can proceed upon approval of the grant.' 

Priority II Is given to expansion projects needed to provide gravesites in order to 
continue operations at an open cemetery. 

Priority III Is ‘projects for kxiatlons identified by VA as optimal sites ' 

Priority /Vis projects Irom States which have not received VA grant assistance" for 
cemeteries. 

Priority Vis for Improvement projects not involving gravesites necessary to keep a 
cemetery open. 

Priority W is those projects which are ‘determined to have a greater need* than other 

States. 

Question 5: Is there some concern that under the proposed new funding formula, states may 
apply for grants with the intention of turning the cemetery over to NCS? 

Answer: In VA's dealings with stale officials, it is clear that states know that under the law they 
will be responsible for the future operation and maintenance of a state veterans cemetery 
funded through the SCGP. Based on this understanding, approval of the new funding formula 
would in no way lead to efforts to turn state cemeteries over to NCS. Contacts with veterans. 
Including groups such as the American Legion Cemetery Committee, also Indicate that turning 
state cemeteries over to NCS is not an issue. 

Question 6: Under the new formula, how would a state show a commitment to operate a 
veterans cemetery it there Is no up front buy-in as cunentfy required. 

Answer: The state would be responsible for providing the land for the cemetery. Since the 
inception of the grants program, states have always dedicated land that was donated, 
transferred or already owned specifically for a state veterans cemetery. The dedication of 
state-owned land would demonstrate the state's commitment to the project. 

Currently, VA awards the grant at the time the state Is prepared to award a constnjction 
contract. Thus, a state must pay all design and planning costs incurred prior to award of a 
construction contract before they receive reimbursement from VA. Under current law, the state 
receives reimbursement of 50 percent of these costs. With approval of the new funding formula 
proposed by VA, they would receive 100 percent, but they would still have to fund the costs that 
become due prior to an award of the grant. In addition, states must submit OMB Form 424D 
(‘Assurances - Constniction Programs^ with their applications. A stale official, such as the 
state director of veterans affairs, must assure that he or she: 'Has the legal authority to apply 
for Federaf assistance, and the Institutional, managerial and financial capability (Including funds 
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sufficient to pay the non-Federal share of project costs) to ensure proper planning, 
management and completion of the project described in this application.'' 

It is likely that the slate's public announcement of their Intent to build and operate a state 
veterans cemetery is the most effective manifestation of a state's commitment. Veterans and 
senrice organizations view such anrKHincements as a commitment to help meet the burial 
needs of those who served. 

Question 7: Are states allowed to place reskfeiKy restrictions on eligibility for burial in 
cemeteries built or expanded under the stale grant program? 

Answer: Yes. States may impose eligibility criteria that are more restrictive than VA crtteria, 
including residency requirements. Most states that have established, expanrled or Improved 
State veterans cemeteries have chosen to impose residency requirements. However, several 
western states have not imposed state residency requirements. 

Question 8: During staff briefings, NCS Indicated a desire to pursue an imaging system as 
part of its computer modernization program. Has NCS contacted the VA Education Service 
regarding this initiative? 

Answer: Yes, NCS has spoken with Education Service staff regarding their experience with 
scanning. Education Service has furnished its users' guide and technical specifications for their 
system as well as agreeing to share the results of their comprehensive post-implementation 
analysis with NCS c^idals. We hope to team much from this analysis and the experience of 
our VBA colleagues. 
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chairman Quinn to American Battle Monuments Commission 


Question: What is the biggest challenge facing ABMC? 

Answer: The ABMC is facing two major challenges. The first is the continuing 
maintenance of aging facilities. Our cemetery memorials range in age from 50 to 
80 years old with Mexico City being over 100 years old. The permanent 
structures and plantings which make our facilities among the most beautiful 
memorials in the world are aging and require increased funding to maintain them 
at the current standards. Our maintenance and engineering budget currently 
represents 36% of our total budget. In addition, the U.S. State Department is 
responsible for negotiating with foreign governments for the pay and benefits of 
United States foreign national employees. We are required to follow the 
agreements reached with the State Department and pay our foreign national 
employees the specified rates. These costs have been steadily increasing. 

Thus, our first challenge is the increasing maintenance requirements coupled 
with the irrcreasing salaries of our foreign national employees while having 
essentially a straight line budget. 

The second major challenge facing ABMC is the World War II memorial. We 
now have a revised design and our preliminary coordination indicates that this 
design will be favorably received by the approving Commissions in Washington. 
The challenge will then remain to finish raising the $100 million to begin 
construction. 


Question: Have you taken custody of any private memorials since we changed 
the law last year? 

Answer: Since the legislation was enacted, we have established our internal 
operating procedures, including financial controls, and finalized our instructions 
to potential participants. We have recently sent guidance to three interested 
participants, the 30"’ Infantry Division of World War II, the 26"’ Infantry Division 
(the famed Yankee Division), and the National Guard Association. We are 
awaiting their response at this point in time. In addition, we believe that there 
are potentially 5 to 10 viable associations which will be interested in participating 
in this program. We have been working to identify these groups and will be 
sending information to them as well. 
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